To the most holy Master in all things, and most blessed brother 
and fellow minister, Sergius, 1 archbishop and patriarch of Con¬ 
stantinople, Sophronius, useless servant (cf. Luke 17: 10) of the 
holy city of Christ our God [sends greetings]. 

2.1. INTRODUCTION 

1. Oh! Old most blessed One, how dear to me now is tranquillity, 
and how much dearer than before, now that I have come from 
tranquil freedom into a turmoil of affairs and am engulfed by 
waves on land, as it were. Oh! Oh! one honoured by God, how 
sweet to me now is a lowly estate, and not a little sweeter than 
before, now that I have risen up from the dung-heap and the earth 
and from unspeakable and great lowliness to the high-priestly 
chair; and I see the great waves surging about it and the danger 
accompanying the waves. For delights are not perceived as 
delights in the same way before the experience and knowledge of 
vexations, as w hen they appear after the experience and onslaught 
of sorrows. So to those who are ill after having been healthy, 
health is thrice longed for; so to those tossed about in a storm after 
calm weather, calm weather is longed-for joy; so to those poor 
who were once wealthy, wealth is wholly desirable. And one may 
see that everything happens in this way—the very things that exist 
and remain in their natural and essential quality" even as they 
appeared to be before the experience of their contraries, become 
more pleasant after one does have knowledge of them [sc. their 
contraries], and much more precious, not to say more longed for 
and more enjoyable, to those who have received them. 

2. And in this regard, the celebrated Job will most clearly vote in 
our favour. Since he has experience of both and defines correct 
judgments, he would also be a just judge of what we have said, 
were he to come forward and determine a sentence which is 
impartial and unbribed. What, then, does that undefeated athlete 


This is the only occasion in the entire letter where Sergius is mentioned by name. 
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say on seeing the change of fortunes and on approaching a flood 
of sorrowful events?" 

3. 1 Vho will bring me back to the month of former days, 
the days when God safeguarded me; 

as when his lamp shone over my head: 
when in darkness I walked by his light: 
when / was steadfast in my ways; 
when the Lord kept oversight of my house; 
when I was exceedingly prosperous, 
with my children circled around me; 
when my paths flowed with butter, 
and the mountains flowed for me with milk; 
when I went out early to the city 
and my seat was placed in the squares; 
on seeing me the young men retired, 
the old men rose to their feet; 

the leaders stopped talking , putting a finger on their lips, 
and my hearers deemed me blessed (Job 29: 2-10). 

4. Surely, then, it is reasonable, O most blessed One, that I too 
should cry out with Job, winner of the pentathlon, since I am 
struck by the memory of the good things that once belonged to 
me. Life w as calm with these things and tranquil, and my lowly 
position knew of no flood. 

I Vho will bring me back to the month of former days, 
the days when God safeguarded me from oppression? 

As when his lamp shone over my head (Job 29: 2-3) 

when I was leading a peaceful and unbuffeted life, 

when in darkness 1 walked by his light (Job 29: 4), 

when I gathered the grape-clusters of tranquillity; 

when I w as weighed down by the produce of calm weather; 

when I fared sumptuously on the fruits of serenity; 

when I delighted in the blossoms of freedom from care; 

when I w as crow ned with the buds of fearlessness; 

when I feasted on carefreeness with the graces; 

J On the representation of Job as an athlete in Patristic literature see M. B. 
Poliakoff, ‘Jacob, Job, and Other Wrestlers: Reception of Greek Athletics by Jews 
and Christians in Antiquity’,. Journal of Sport History, il {1984), 48-65, at 48-52. 
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when I enjoyed earthly poverty; 

when I tilled the furrows of the dung-heap without danger; 
when I sailed the sea of penury unbeset by waves; 
when I w as happy with the adornments of a lowly hearth; 
when I ate the manna, flowing with honey (Exod. 16), of the diet 
which nourishes us below'— 

another Israel, as it were, myself both contemplating and faring 
plentifully on peaceful and heavenly fare without murmuring (1 Pet. 
4: 9) and unfeeling judgment? 

5. These things, then, most wise One, and more besides have 
come upon me, thrice afflicted by great necessity and by force on 
the part of the God-loving clerics and devout monks and faithful 
laity—all the citizens of this holy city of Christ our God—who 
forced me by hand and used tyrannous methods, due to judge¬ 
ments of a kind I do not know or understand. ’ I therefore beseech 
and urge Your All-holy Self not only to come to my help by your 
pure prayers to the Lord as I sail on life’s sea, and am hence also in 
peril, and support me as 1 labour in weakness of spirit, but also to 
guide me by God-inspired teachings to undertake deeds, doing the 
one as father and begetter, the other as brother and kin by blood. 4 
Do You therefore both paternally and fraternally grant me my 
petitions, which are just ones, and I shall follow’ Your guidance 
and so secure the bond with you, in which faith ties together 
those of like mind, and hope brings into agreement those of right 
mind, and love binds togedier those of godly mind (cf. 1 Cor. 
13: 13). Their three-stranded cord, woven together from those 
three divine virtues, neither knows undoing, nor admits of 
rending, nor allows separation, but truly cannot be rent asunder, 
leading together into one pious belief those who are enriched by 
its divine weaving. 

6. An apostolic and ancient tradition 5 has prevailed in the holy 
churches of God throughout the whole world, whereby those 
acceding to the hierarchy frankly refer in all respects to those who 


This appears to be a modesty topos. See sec. 1.4.1, above. 

4 The recurring contrast between father and brother, referring to two patriarchs, 
belongs to the genre of the synodical letter. See sec. 1.5.1, above. 

The origins of the custom are obscure. See sec. 1.5.1, above. On the implications 
of the following passage for Sophronius’ stance with regard to Rome sec sec. 1.2, 
above. Sophronius implicitly proves his orthodoxy by comparing himself to Paul in 
going to Jerusalem, sharing in apostolic teaching, and passing it on safe and sound. 
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have administered the high-priesthood before them, as to how 
they should think and maintain the faith which the most wise Paul 
has handed on to them with the utmost safeguards, lest they run 
their course in vain (Gal. 2: 2), for their entire course becomes vain if 
the faith is harmed in any respect. For that prophetic man, who 
listened to God’s utterances and had heaven itself as his school, 
and became a beholder of paradise before his time, and heard 
things that could not be told (2 Cor. 12: 4) to other human beings, was 
in dread and trepidation, and, as he says himself, was thoroughly 
afraid lest, after announcing to others the saving message of Christ, he 
himself should be disqualified (1 Cor. 9: 27). Hence Christ’s heavenly 
disciple also went up to Jerusalem and submitted himself to 
the divine disciples who were before him, and made know n the 
Gospel teaching which he preached to those who seemed to be 
superior to others, and made them party to his doctrine, ensuring 
a safeguard for himself and for those after him who receive his 
teachings, becoming an excellent model of salvation for all those 
who wished to follow' in his footsteps. 11 Accordingly we also 
observe this custom, and, because we deem an excellent law 
all that was done fittingly by older generations, especially when 
confirmed by apostolic practice, we write how it stands with 11s 
concerning the faith, and we send it to You, wise in the things of 
God, to be tested, lest we seem to have changed the ancient landmarks 
which our fathers positioned (Prov. 22: 28). You not only know' how' to 
distinguish acceptable teachings from spurious ones but also are 
able, through the perfect love of Christ, to supply what is lacking 
(2 Cor. 9: 12) accurately and firmly. It is those teachings, then, of 
which I shall discourse, teachings which I, having been born and 
reared in the holy catholic church, learned thoroughly from the 
beginning and received as the way to think from childhood, and 
heard You, who are inspired by God, preach.' 


b On the position ofjerusalem vis-a-vis Rome and Constantinople at this time see 
Conte, Ghicsa e primalo, 126-7, n. 22. 

Probably we are not to take the word ‘preaching’ as meaning that Sophronius 
was inspired by Sergius’ homilies. Rather, by claiming that his profession of faith has 
been influenced by Sergius, the patriarch ofjerusalem intends to demonstrate his 
oneness of belief with the patriarch of Constantinople. 
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2.2. TRINITARIAN PROFESSION OF FAITH* 

1. I believe then, O blessed One, as I have believed from the 
beginning: in one God, Father almighty, entirely without 
beginning* and eternal, maker of all things both seen and unseen; 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, 
begotten eternally and impassibly from the same God and Father, 
and acknowledging no other beginning than the Father, nor 
having his hypostasis 10 from any other source than from the 
Father; consubstantial light from light, co-eternal true God from 
true God; and in one Holy Spirit, who issues eternally from the 
God and Father," the light that is itself recognized as being like¬ 
wise God and is truly co-eternal with Father and Son, and both 
consubstantial and of the same stock, and of the same substance 
and nature and likewise also of Godhead." 

2. [I believe] in a Trinity that is consubstantial, and of the same 
honour and of the same throne, sharing nature, sharing kinship, 
and of the same stock, in one consummate Godhead and in one 
united common lordship without confusion of persons, and with 
no contraction of hypostasis. For we believe in a Trinity in unity, 
and we glorify unity in trinity, a Trinity in the three hypostases and 
a unity in the singleness of the Godhead; for the holy Trinity has 
number in the hypostases of persons, whereas the all-holy unity is 
wholly without number, and has an indivisible division and sus¬ 
tains an unconfused conjunction." For while it is divided in its 
numerable hypostases and numbered in the differences of its per¬ 
sons, it is united in the identity of its essence and its nature, and 
does not admit of complete partition. The unity is both unitary 
and unaggregate and shuns all numeration according to sub¬ 
stance. For we believe in one God unshakeably, because both one 


1 For another trinitarian profession of faith in Sophronius see Homily on the Annunci¬ 
ation ,, PG 87, 3217B-3224B. Cf. von Schonborn, Sophrone , 119-56. 

The Greek avapxov indicates that the Father is identified as the one who has no 
principle, no source, no cause, himself being the principle, the source, and the cause 
of the Son and the Spirit. 

A philosophical term, hypostasis was used particularly in Chalcedonian christo- 
logical discourse in the sense of concrete reality, as opposed to nature ( pliysis }. By anti- 
Chalcedonians it was seen as the equivalent of nature and of person ( prosopon ). See 
further PGLs.v., 1459, B 2. 

11 Cf. Symbol of Constantinople, AGO II, 1, 2, 128, 2-11; trans. Tanner, i. *24. 

1J The foregoing is inspired largely by the creed of Nicaca. Cf. Tanner, i. *5. 

" Cf. Justinian, On the Right Faith, 72, 16-19; trans. YVesche, 164. 
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Godhead is manifestly proclaimed, although it is acknowledged in 
a trinity of persons, and one Lord is announced to us, because one 
lordship too is firmly discerned, although it is shown forth in three 
hypostases. 

3. Neither is God as one God and one Godhead divided and 
partitioned into three gods or drawn out into three godheads; nor 
is the Lord as one Lord separated and extended into three lords 
or widened into three lordships. 14 (The Arians’ impiety divides the 
one God into unequal gods and partitions the one Godhead into 
dissimilar godheads, and separates the one lordship into three 
heterogeneous lordships. 15 ) Nor as the one God is a Trinity and 
is recognized and proclaimed as three hypostases and worshipped 
as tin ee persons, Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, is he said to be 
contracted or compounded or confused, that is, by coalescing 
himself into one hypostasis and combining [himself] into one 
person that cannot be numbered. (The unlawful view of the 
SabeUians confuses the three hypostases into one hypostasis and 
mixes up the three persons into one person. 10 ) For where is the 
Trinity, you most impious people, if, according to you, the Trinity 
is assembled in one person and comes together into one confused 
hypostasis? Or where is the unity, you maddest of men, 1 ' if the 
unity is drawn out into three essences and widened into three 
natures and multiplied into three godheads? For with the ortho¬ 
dox each of these is impious and drifts wholly astray from pious 
belief, whether Unitarian in respect of hypostasis or triadic in the 
natures. The former is carried off directly into Judaism and carries 
off'the speaker with it, IH the latter rolls aside towards paganism 
and rolls the exponent away with it. 19 And either the one who 

14 A similar argument is found in Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 39. 11 (cf. CPG 3010); 
SC 358,170-2. 

1 This charge is based on an Arian position that Christ was a kind of demigod, not 
fully divine but created, and therefore not consubstantial with the Father. 

16 Sabellius, an obscure theologian probably of the early third century, gave his 
name to a doctrine whereby the unity of the Godhead was so stressed that it was 
viewed in terms of ‘modes’ rather than persons distinguishable in it. See EEC 2, 

748 - 9 - 

13 The Arians are meant here. 

By exaggeration the SabeUians are said to approach Judaic monotheism because 
of their emphasis on unity within the Trinity. 

19 Also by exaggeration the Arians are described as approaching pagan polytheism 
because they assimilate the sophistications of late pagan philosophy by reckoning the 
Trinity in terms of neo-Platonic emanationism. 
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asserts the latter madly with Arius is a thoroughgoing pagan, or the 
one who impiously accepts the former with SabeUius is ajudaizer. 

4. On this account it has been well decreed by the theologians 
that we should think of the unity in one, single Godhead and in 
the identity of essential and natural lordship, but of the Trinity 
in three unconfused hypostases and in the difference of the three¬ 
fold distinction of persons, so that neither should the one await 
Sabellius by being perceived as wholly one and shunning all 
plurality of hypostasis, nor should the three make Arius vain by 
being conceived through and through as three while repudiating 
every Unitarian expression of Godhead and essence and nature. 
As, therefore, we have been taught to think of one God, so too 
have we received the tradition of confessing one Godhead; and 
just as we have learned to worship three hypostases, so too have 
we been instructed to glorify three persons, not acknowledging the 
one God apart from the three persons, nor understanding 
the three consubstantial persons in the Trinity—that is, Father, 
Son, Holy Spirit—as being distinct from the one God. This is why 
we proclaim as one the three in whom the Godhead is, and we 
announce as one the three of whom is the Godhead; or, to speak 
more accurately and more clearly, the three whom the Godhead is 
and as whom it is recognized. For the same thing is both one and 
is believed in as three and is glorified as three and is announced in 
truth as one. '" And neither is the one, by virtue of being one, taken 
to be three, nor are the three, inasmuch as they are three, under¬ 
stood as one, which is both paradoxical and truly replete 
with utter amazement. For the same thing is both numerable and 
shuns numeration: it is numerable in its triple hypostases, but 
shuns numeration in the singularity of the Godhead, in that the 
singularity of its essence and nature is utterly intolerant of being 
numbered, in order that one may neither introduce a difference 
of Godhead and, further, of essence and nature, or render the 
monarchy as a polytheism. 21 For all number possesses difference 
as a corollary, and all difference and distinction brings with it an 
associated number. 22 

• Cf. Justinian, On the Right Faith, 72, 16-17; ll 'ans. VVesche, 164. 

'' This is an allusion to the Arian and tritheist positions, which are made explicit in 
what follows. 

J ' The same citation, which is transmitted anonymously, is found in Doctrina Patrum, 
252, 2-4. 
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5. Hence the blessed Trinity is not numbered in essences and 
natures and different godheads or triple lordships (heaven forbid!), 
as the Arians assert in their madness, 23 and the leaders of the new 
tritheism maintain in their fury, 24 when they babble about three 
essences and three natures and three lordships and likewise three 
godheads, but [it is numbered] in hypostases and perfect intel¬ 
lectual properties, subsisting by themselves, divisible in number 
and indivisible in Godhead. This is because the all-holy Trinity is 
divided indivisibly and is joined together again dividedly. 25 
Although it possesses divisibility in its persons, it remains indivis¬ 
ible and unsevered in essence and in nature and likewise also in 
Godhead. Because of this we neither speak of three gods, nor do 
we glorify three natures in the Trinity, nor do we proclaim three 
essences in it, nor do we confess three godheads, whether con- 
substantial or of another substance, whether of the same kind or 
of another kind, nor do we permit what is proclaimed in regard to 
it as a unity to be drawn out into a multiplicity, or allow anyone 
to divide its unity. Nor do we understand any kind of three gods or 
know any three natures or any three essences or any three god¬ 
heads, whether homogeneous or heterogeneous, whether of the 
same stock or of another stock; but neither have we at all recog¬ 
nized gods or natures or essences or godheads or know those 
who recognize them, 26 but rather strike with anathemas the one 
who accepts or thinks or recognizes such. For we know one prin¬ 
ciple of one Godhead, one kingship, one authority, one power, 
one activity, one intent, one will, one dominion, one movement 
whether creating all that exists after it, be it providing or sustain¬ 
ing or preserving—one lordship, one eternity, and whatever else 
of the one essence and nature in three personal hypostases is 
unitary and unaggregate. Neither do we confuse the hypostases 
and reduce them to one hypostasis, nor do we portion the one 
essence and separate it into three essences and so divide the one 
Godhead. But there is one God, one Godhead shining forth in 


■ ' There are numerous examples in the Synodical Letter of the commonplace that 
heretics are mad or frenzied. Cf. N. Brox, "Haresie’, Reallexikon fur Antike untl Christen 
turn, 13 (Stuttgart: A. Iliersemann, 1986), 283, on polemical rhetoric against heretics, 
and see further the heresiologies at 2.6 below. 

24 By this are meant Peter of Callinicum and his followers. See further sec. 1.1, 
above. 

25 Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 39. 11; SC 358, 172, 18-19. 

Jr Peter of Callinicum and his followers are again meant here. 
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three hypostases, and three hypostases and persons revealed in 
one Godhead. Because of this the Father is perfect God, the Son is 
perfect God, the Holy Spirit is perfect God, since each person has 
one and the same unportioned and unfailing and perfect God¬ 
head. And as God each exists itself, contemplated individually 
when the mind separates the inseparable, but as Father and Son 
and all-holy Spirit each is given a different name, and hence these 
components are proclaimed by divines as being individually God, 
and yet the three are proclaimed to be a single God, for the Father 
is not one God, nor the Son another God, nor the Holy Spirit yet 
another God, since neither is the Father one nature, nor the Son 
another nature, nor the Holy Spirit yet another nature. For this"' 
[doctrine] both invents many different gods and spawns many 
different godheads, but the Father is God, the Son too is God, and 
likewise the Holy Spirit too is God, since one Godhead fills the 
three persons without division or deficiency and is in each wholly 
perfectly and completely. For the Godhead does not admit parti¬ 
tion, and is fully and perfectly in the three persons, that is, not 
partially or by filling persons in part, but subsists in each person 
most fully while remaining one, even if it is manifested in three 
persons although not indeed proceeding into a multiplicity of 
godheads, and even if it is in three hypostases, so that what is truly 
free of passion and without corporeality and unacquainted with 
suffering, which are qualities of the created world, should not 
suffer any corporeal division. 

6 . Besides being God/' therefore, the Father is Father and not 
Son or Holy Spirit, but that which the Son is according to essence 
and what the Holy Spirit is according to nature. And besides being 
God, the Son is Son and not Father or all-holy Spirit, but that 
which the Father is proclaimed to be according to nature, and the 
Holy Spirit discerned to be according to essence. And besides 
being God, the Holy Spirit is Holy Spirit and is neither con¬ 
templated as Father nor apprehended as Son, but that which 
the Father is believed to be according to essence and the Son 


Sophronius is referring here to the Arian and tritheist positions. 

"" This passage is conceptually very difficult. Although the phrase ftera to eivai 
would normally be translated ‘after being God’, this would suggest a temporal 
sequence in the godhead that has Arian overtones. Consequently, 1 have translated 
‘besides being God’. 
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announced to be according to nature. The one is the case because 
of the nature and the identity of essence and the kinship of 
existence, the other because of the differing properties of the 
three and the dissimilarity of the particularities which charac¬ 
terize each person without confusion. For just as each one pos¬ 
sesses being God unchangeably, so too he has obtained immutably 
and unmoveablv the property characteristic of the person which 
belongs to it and to it alone and distinguishes it from the other 
persons, and preserves unconfused the Trinity which is both of the 
same nature and of the same honour, both of the same substance 
and of the same throne. Therefore the Trinity is a trinity not only 
perfect in the perfection of the one Godhead, but also supremely 
perfect and supremely divine ‘in glory and eternity and kingship, 
neither partitioned nor alienated. Neither, therefore, is there 
anything created or servile in the Trinity, nor introduced, as if 
previously it did not exist, but subsequently accruing. Neither is 
the Son inferior to the Father nor the Spirit to the Son, but it is the 
same Trinity always, unchangeable and unalterable’.' 9 

7. I have expounded to you clearly and plainly, speaking in a few 
words, how I think of, glorify, and revere the Trinity, holy, of the 
same substance, both eternal and primary and creator of all and 
royal. The concise form of the synodical letter has not permitted 
me to say more than this. 10 And, as if in the presence of that truth 
itself which oversees all, I expound by writing this synodical letter, 
and I dispatch to your all-wise ears what I hold and what I think 
and have received as prevailing from the holy Fathers—those who 
according to you are inspired by God—the benevolent and 
astounding incarnation of one of the same, all-revered Trinity, 
God the Word and Son; that is to say the immeasurable emptying 
and the divine and deifying descent to us on earth. 

2 . 3 . CIIR1STOLOGICAL PROFESSION OF FAITH 3 ' 

i. I believe also concerning this, most holy One, that God the 
Word, the only-begotten Son of the Father, the one who before all 
ages and times was begotten impassibly from the same God and 

Cf. Gregory Thaumaturgus, Confession of Faith (CPG 1764); ACO III, 3, 10-13. 

I This is the first of several references by Sophronius to the dimensions of the 
synodical letter, which he certainly exceeds. 

II On Sophronius’ chrislology sec further Cosma, Dt ‘oeconomia’ incarnationis, 
81-151; von Schonborn, Sophronc , 157-224. 
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Father, having compassion and benevolent pity for our human 
fall, with free will and by the intent of the Father who begat him 
and with the joint and divine consent of the Spirit, although not 
separated from the bosom of the one who begat him, descended 
to us wretched ones. Indeed, just as he is of the same intent as the 
Father and the Spirit, so too is he of infinite essence. Admitting 
in no way of a circumscribed nature or, as we do, of a change of 
place, knowing how to efTect divine activity*’ in accordance with 
his nature, he enters a womb innocent of marriage, radiant with 
the purity of virginity, that is, of Mary, holy and bright and of 
godly mind and free of every taint, whether in body or soul or 
thought. The fleshless one becomes flesh; the one who in conform¬ 
ity with the divine essence is without shape as far as form and 
frame are concerned takes on our shape; and the bodiless one is 
embodied as we are; and the one revealed as always God in truth 
becomes a human being; and the one who is in the bosom of 
the eternal Father is disclosed in the womb of his mother’s belly; 
and the timeless one receives a beginning in time. He became all 
of these things not in illusion, as it seems to the frenzied 
Manichaeans and Valentinians;’* but in truth and in fact, having 
emptied himself completely, by a will that was both his Father’s 
and his own, he assumed our human substance 14 completely, I 
mean flesh consubstantial with ours and an intellectual soul of the 
same stock as our souls, and a mind comparable to our mind. ’ 5 In 
these things he is and is recognized as a human being, and he 
became in truth a human being from the very point of his concep¬ 
tion in the all-holy Virgin. He wished to be reckoned as a human 
being, so that he might cleanse like with like and rescue kin by 
kin, and illuminate the cognate by cognate. This is why the holy 


' Here we have Sophronius’ first use in the Synodical Letter of the word ‘activity’ 
(1 energeia ) in a christological framework. 

" Both the Valentinians, a Gnostic group, and the Manichaeans were believed to 
have taught that Christ was neither truly human nor truly divine, although Sophron¬ 
ius is suggesting that they were docetists, i.e. that they believed that Christ’s humanity 
was apparent, not real. This was more commonly alleged of Apollinaris, F.utyches, 
and Dioscorus, as in the Synodical Letter itself, below, secs. 2.3.5 an d 2.5.1. 

14 The Greek word 1 fivpa/ea means literally ‘mixture’, ‘dough’, or ‘paste’. 

The emphasis here on the true humanity of Christ and on his rational soul is a 
tacit rebuttal of the doctrine of Apollinaris of Laodicea, who taught that the Logos 
took the place of the human mind in Christ. 
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Virgin was taken and sanctified in both body and soul, and thus 
assisted in the incarnation of the Creator because she was pure 
and undefiled and without taint. 

2. Hence the Word and God became flesh with our flesh, not 
being conjoined to flesh that had been moulded or formed 
previously, or knitted with a body which at some time subsisted 
previously by itself, or joined to a soul which subsisted previously, 
but these elements came into existence at the time when the Word 
himself and God was joined to them by nature, possessing ” the 
union simultaneously with the existence. These things never came 
into existence in themselves before their most true coming 
together with the Word, or have any existence as part of some 
human being different from our species, but they had their 
existence concurrently with the natural coming together of the 
Word, and did not have it even, as it were, in a tuinkling of an eye (1 
Cor. 15: 52) sooner than that coming together, as Paul of Samosata 
and Nestorius babble: ‘at the one time there is flesh, at the one 
time there is flesh of God the Word; at the one time there is flesh 
endowed with an intellectual soul, at the one time there is flesh of 
the God-Word endowed with a rational soul.’ 3 ' For in him and not 
on its own account did the flesh have its existence. For at the same 
time as the conception of the Word these elements were brought 
into consistence and united to him in hypostasis; at the same time 
there was brought into existence that which is genuinely true and 
without partition, neither suffering division nor admitting change 
and confusion. ,K They were brought in by him and were formed in 
him and were joined to him, and for no rime at all did they exist 
in their own entirety prior to their composition in him, which is 
both unconfused and unsevered. 39 


This is an anacoluthon in Greek. 

17 Cf. Ps. Athanasius, Letter to Emperor Jovittim [CFG 2253); PG 28,532A; also cited by 
Cyrus of Alexandria, Announcement, ch. 7 (CPG 7613); AGO ser. sec. II, 2, 600, 3-44 
document 3 in the monoenergist dossier, Part 3. This text is much used in christologi- 
cal debate: see Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos II.5; ed. Uthemann, 13—14: apparatus 
fontium, 51. Paul of Samosata and Nestorius were accused of maintaining that in the 
incarnation the Word was united with an already existing body. 

11 Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, AGO II, 1, 2, 129, 30-1; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

39 ‘Unconfused’ is a rejection of the supposed position of Eutyches, ‘unscvcred’, of 
that of Nestorius. Here I have amended Riedinger’s punctuation. 
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3. And so from the undefiled and virgin blood of the all-holy and 
undefiled Virgin Mary the Word became truly flesh and truly a 
human being, even being carried in the virginal womb and fulfil¬ 
ling the nine months’ period of gestation. Just as in all natural 
respects which do not involve sin, he was like us human beings, 
and not despising our mean estate, so subject to passion, 4 " God 
was born in a human body, so too he was in a frame that possessed 
an intellectual and incorporeal soul, 41 a frame which he himself, in 
himself and no other, animated with an intellectual spirit. And he 
preserved his mother as a virgin and showed that she was properly 
and in truth Theotokos, 4 ' even if the frenzied Nestorius is 
shattered [by this] and his army which fights God is in tears, and 
laments and mourns and is torn to pieces again with him. 

4. I say this because it was God who was born of a virgin, the holy 
Theotokos Mary and accepted on our account a second birth in 
time after his first eternal birth, 43 which was a natural and 
ineffable birth from the Father, even though he was born in the 
flesh, on account of his likeness to 11s fleshly beings. Whole is the 
God who is hymned, whole is the same who appeared as a human 
being; perfect is the same God who is acknowledged and perfect 
is the same human being who is revealed. For from two natures 
he possessed the union of Godhead and humanity and was rec¬ 
ognized in two perfect natures, Godhead and humanity Neither 
did any change or mingling intervene in the union, nor was any 
division or severing admitted into the difference and duality of 
the forms or essences after the union, even if this latter troubles 
the mad Nestorius, and the former causes the perverse Eufychcs 
to waste away For 44 the elements that are united hypostatically to 


4 By ‘passion’ (irdOos) or ‘passions’ {vaOrp are meant normal human feelings and 
emotions. See further below, sec. 2.3.13. 

41 Cf. n. 35, above. 

4J Cf. Justinian, On the Right Faith , 76, 8; trans. Weschc, 167. The expression is anti- 
Nestorian in intention and derives from Ephesus I. Cf. Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos V; 
ed. Ulhemann, 43-5 and p. 90. 

43 Cf. Justinian, On the Right Faith, 76, 18; trans. Wesche, 167. Cf. Definition of 
Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 27 30; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

44 The passage from here down to ‘pit of division’ a few lines further on is found as 
a citation in Nicephorus I of Constantinople, Against Eusebius , in J. B. Pitra (ed.), 
Spicdegium Sotesmense complectens Sanctorum Palrum scriptorumque ecdesiasticorum anecdota 
hactenus opera (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1852), 486. 
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each other do not admit change or recognize division, or know the 
properties of confusion, or learn the marks of severance. This, it 
seems, Eutyches was ignorant of, and Nestorius too, and they did 
not know the power of the hypostatic union, in accordance with 
which the Word became flesh without change, and the flesh, 
endowed with soul and mind, was divinized without undergoing 
change. 45 The former is hurled into the sea of confusion, while 
the latter is borne down into the pit of division. This is why the 
former avoids confessing the duality of the natures, while the 
latter holds back from proclaiming the incarnate nature of God 
the Word as one, or shrinks from speaking of his composite hypo¬ 
stasis as one. The runaway slaves are fearful with a fear where no fear 
is indicated (Ps. 13: 5). 

5. Having passed by with robust mind the servile folly of each 
of these men, and standing dauntless on the rock (cf. Matt. 16: 18) 
of pious belief, we both proclaim the coming together of the 
Word hypostatically with the flesh from us which has both mind 
and soul; and we worship one Christ and Son, the incarnate 
Word; and we speak of his one, composite hypostasis, and declare 
him in two natures, and we believe in two births of the same God 
the Word 46 —the one from God the Father, which we know is 
both timeless and eternal, and the second from his mother, the 
Theotokos, which we know is both recent and temporal—and we 
glorify ‘one nature of God the Word’ in him, ‘made fleshV 4 ' But 
we do not talk like Apollinaris and Euty'ches and Dioscorus, 49 
but as the wise Cyril has imparted to us, and we maintain that 
the properties of the natures are preserved, and we declare the 
difference of the united elements which is spoken of and is, in 
relation to the natural quality, 49 but which is conceived of and is in 


45 Both Eutyches and Nestorius are portrayed here as having underestimated the 
hypostatic union in different ways. 

*’ Cf. sec. 2.3.4, above. 

4 ' This is the famous expression of Cyril of Alexandria, on which see McGuckin, 
Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 207-12. 

44 i.e. as the three classic representatives of the docetic school, who are portrayed 
as maintaining that the union of the two natures in Christ resulted in a merger, a third 
substance. 

44 ‘Natural quality’ (7tok>ttjs ^voikt/) was a Cyrillian term, used also by anti- 
Chalccdonians like Scvcrus of Antioch. Sec Lcbon, ‘La Christologie du monophy- 
sisme severien’, 538-9. 
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the essential quantity. 0 Neither do we fear Nestorius’ ‘severing’ 
nor do we pay any court to Eutyches’ ‘change’. 51 This is because 
we neither say, like the empty-headed Nestorius, that the union is 
incidental or one of equal honour and of a convergence of will, 
and rave that the coming together is by the inclination and con¬ 
vergence of wills; 52 nor do we blabber, like the God-pursued 
Eutyches, in terms of some sort of confusion and alteration of 
God the Word and of his intellectually ensouled flesh, or of the 
synthesis of the natures, essences, and forms from which the won¬ 
drous coming together in Christ occurred. 

6. For this reason, travelling the royal road and keeping to the 
centre (cf. Num. 20: 17), 53 we both abhor the confusion and feel 
disgust at the severing, and embrace with our soul only the tin con¬ 
fused and at the same time indivisible union of Godhead and 
humanity, which only the natural and hypostatic union is capable 
of making known. Once united to each other, Godhead and 
humanity possessed this [sc. indivisible union], so that they should 
neither undergo change nor suffer division. The principle of the 
union, I mean the natural and hypostatic union (for 1 do not 
recognize a union in Christ other than this one 54 ), is not ignorant 
of difference, but eliminates division totally, and preserves 
unchanged the elements which converge in the union, and does 
not admit the partition of what is united. Because of this, while 
designating Christ as being from Godhead and humanity and” 
from two natures, we proclaim also the same one as God and as a 
human being, and as having two natures and being twofold in 
respect of natures. Likewise we know the same one to be both 
perfect in Godhead and perfect in humanity.” This is why we 


‘Essential quantity’ (iroooTijs ovaiu >8tjs) reinforces the two-nature christology of 
Chalcedon. 

11 Once again Sophronius, like Justinian, is at pains to dissociate himself from the 
extreme christological positions of both Nestorius and Euty ches. 

' These are Nestorian terms for expressing the union in Christ. 

This biblical image is much used in Patristic literature. See Uthemann, Hudegos 
VIII. 5, 99-100, 132. 

14 That is, Sophronius rejects both a union by' conjunction, as Nestorians would 
accept, and a union of merger, such as was attributed to Eutyches. 

” Here begins a series of citations in Nicephorus I of Constantinople, ed. Pitra, 
Spicilegium Solesmense, 350, which runs as far its ‘duality of natures’ in sec. 2.3.15. 

’ Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 24—5; trans. Tanner, i. *86; and 
Justinian, On the Right Faith, 76, 34-5; trans. Wesche, 168. 
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both teach that he is in two natures, and describe the same as 
God, consubstantial with the Father, and speak of the same as a 
human being, consubstantial with his mother and with us. We 
maintain that the same one is visible and invisible, that the same 
one is likewise created and uncreated, that the same one is corpor¬ 
eal and incorporeal, that the same one is tangible and untouch¬ 
able, that the same one is circumscribed and uncircumscribed, 
that the same one is earthly and heavenly, that the same one is 
flesh endowed with an intellectual soul, and Godhead, that the 
same one is lately appeared and eternal, that the same one is lowly 
and sublime; and whatever is found [to be] inseparably of dual 
nature, even though some parts exist forever because he has an 
eternal nature, yet others on our account came into being without 
change in the last times (Heb. i: 2) when he assumed human nature. 

7. For if the union was unchanging and unpartitioned, as indeed 
it abides unchanging and remains indivisible, and the two are 
indicated as two by an unaltered difference and are conspicuous 
by an unpartitioned otherness, these were established as natures 
and essences and forms from which the mysterious union came 
about and in which one and the same Christ is perceived. The one 
indeed remains one, what is produced from them is no longer 
divided in two, and those elements from which it is composed are 
demonstrated to be without severance and change. This is the 
hypostasis and the composite person, which is composed from an 
unconfused blending and does not know a segmentation of com¬ 
ing together, and it obtains an undivided existence that is one and 
remains one, neither becoming two in so far as it exists as one, nor 
confusing and leading to one unity and an identity of nature and 
essence those elements from which it is naturally constituted. 
The 5 ' same thing is acknowledged to be both one and two, one 
according to both the hypostasis and the person, but two accord¬ 
ing to the natures themselves and their natural properties, from 
which it was allotted the state of being one and preserved die state 
of remaining dual in nature. Hence the same one, remaining one 
Christ and Son and onlv-begotten, is discerned not severed in 
each nature, and performs the acts of each essence naturally, 
according to the essential quality belonging to each or to its nat¬ 
ural property. If he had a single and simple nature, as in his 


57 


Here begins the French translation of von Schonborn, Sophrone . 201 - 9 . 
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hypostasis and person, he would not have accomplished, and the 
one and the same Son and Christ would not have performed, the 
acts of each nature perfectly. For when did Godhead, having no 
share in a body, perform bodily acts naturally, or when did a body, 
devoid of Godhead, execute actions which are recognized essen¬ 
tially as those of Godhead? 

8 . Emmanuel, being one and both in the same [person], that is 
both God and human being, truly performed the acts of each 
nature, executing w hat was done according to one or the other: as 
God, the same one executes divine acts; as a human being, the 
same one executes human acts, wishing to show himself to all 
that the same one is God and a human being, and consequently 
that the same one performs both divine and human acts, and 
likewise in talking and speaking. It was not that one worked 
the miracles and another wrought the human acts and suffered 
sufferings, as Nestorius wants, 58 but one and the same Christ and 
Son, the one who did the divine and the human deeds according 
to the one or the other, as the divine Cyril advocated, 1 ' since 
indeed in both he possessed the unconfused, not to say also unpar¬ 
titioned, power. For in so far as the same one existed eternally as 
God, he worked the miracles; in so far as the same one was 
revealed as being of recent times a human being, he performed 
the lowly and human deeds. For just as in Christ each nature keeps 
its own property intact, so too does each form, with the participa¬ 
tion of the other, effect what it possesses as its own: the Word 
achieves what is proper to the Word, obviously with the participa¬ 
tion of the body, while the body accomplishes what is proper to 
the body, when of course the Word shares the act with it."" And 
these things are revealed in one hypostasis, and are beheld in one 
person, and repudiate the abominable severing. For nor do they 
effect their own acts in a divided way either, so that we might 
suspect division in them. 


Nestorius was commonly perceived to have apportioned Christ’s actions either 
to the divine nature or to the human nature, depending on whether they were lofty or 
banal. 

5S The Cyrillian term ‘according to one or the other’ is cited in Article of Faith VII 
of the Announcement drawn up by Cyrus of Alexandria; document 3 in the monoener- 
gist dossier, Part 3 below. 

Cf. Leo, Letter (Tome) to Flavian (= Letter 28); ACO II, 1, 1, 14, 27-9. 
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9. Let Nestorius not rejoice on this account, the frenzied man 
who cheats himself, seeing that each form in the one Christ and 
Son did what was proper to it with the participation of the other, 
for neither when separated from the other in him did it do what it 
possessed as its own." 1 For we do not glorify two Christs and two 
sons in him, the one who is Son and Christ by nature performing 
the miracles, and the second who is Son and Christ by grace 
performing the lowlier actions. Although we teach as two the 
forms which operate in common, each one according to its own 
natural property, still we declare as one and the same Son and 
Christ the one who accomplishes both lofty and lowly acts in a 
natural way, according to the natural and essential quality of each 
of his two natures. For the'" natures remained unchanged and 
unconfused and were revealed clearly as two, and w ere united in 
an unconfused way. They were not deprived of these acts at all, 
although they were manifested in one hypostasis, lest Eutyches 
and Dioscorus leap in vain, the promoters of the godless confu¬ 
sion that does not exist. But each nature, with the participation of 
the other, did w hat was proper to it," + and avoided division, and 
did not recognize change."' and preserved the difference with 
respect to the other, and kept the participation and the com¬ 
position undissolved and unbroken. We, therefore, believing 
piously and standing within the boundaries of orthodoxy (cf. Prov. 
22: 28), say that the one and the same Christ and Son performed 
both acts, since the same one existed as God and a human being, 
and we do not entertain the idea of any confusion. So, while 
maintaining that each form, w ith the participation with the other, 
performs what is proper to it, since two forms are constituted in 
one and the same Christ and effect naturally their proper acts, we 
do not think at all of a kind of division, as Eutyches in one place, 
and Nestorius in another, wanted us to misrepresent. They stand 
at opposite extremes from each other, and are separated in the 
impious war which they wage against us w ho are of pious belief. 


This again is the language of Leo’s Tome. 

62 Here begins another citation from Nicephorus I of Constantinople, Against 
Eusebius, in Pitra, Spicilegium Sotesmense, 487, which runs to the phrase ‘in one 
hypostasis’ a few lines further. 

62 Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, AGO II, i, 2, 129, 31; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

64 Cf. Leo, Letter to Flavian, ACO II, 1, 1, 14, 27-8; trans. Tanner, i. *79. 

This is an echo of part of the Definition of Chalcedon, AGO II, 1, 2, 129, 31; cf. 
Tanner, i. *86. 
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10. Counting these men as nothing, we know that each activity' of 
each nature (I mean the essential and natural and corresponding 
activity) proceeds indivisibly from each essence and nature accord¬ 
ing to its innate natural and essential quality, 66 and [we know] the 
inseparable and at the same time unconfused cooperation of 
the other essence brought in with it. For it is this which makes the 
difference also in the activities in Christ, just as too the existence 
of the natures [makes the difference] in the natures. For Godhead 
and humanity are not identical with regard to the quality which is 
naturally inherent in each, although they met together inexpress¬ 
ibly in one hypostasis and were composed without confusion 
into one person, and produced the one and the same Christ and 
Son for us through the mutual, hypostatic, combination and 
composition. For God the Word is God the Word and not flesh, 
although he assumed flesh endowed with an intellectual soul, and 
united this to himself in a natural and hypostatic union; and the 
flesh is flesh endowed with an intellectual soul and is not the 
Word, even if the flesh is discerned as belonging to God the Word. 
And because of this they neither have the same activity indis- 
tinguishably from each other after the natural and unconfused 
union, that is, the true and hypostatic union, nor do we speak of 
their one, single activity, that is, one that is essential, natural, and 
completely indistinguishable, lest we herd them even into one 
essence and one nature, made sport of by the children of the 
Headless Ones, 1 and shamefully put forward by them explicitly as 
composite. 

11. We therefore confess each natural activity of each essence and 
nature from which the unconfused union in Christ came about for 
11s and brought about the one Christ and Son, wholly God, the 
same believed to be wholly a human being. [We do this] in order 
not to confuse the natures which are united without confusion, if 
as is the fact the natures are revealed from the activities and only 
from them, according to those who are experts in such matters, 
and the difference of the essences is always understood from the 
difference of the activities. Even so we teach that every utterance 
and activity, whether divine and heavenly or human and earthly, 
proceeds from one and the same Christ and Son and his one, 


66 Cf. see. 2.3.5, above. 

On (he Headless Ones see sec. I.4.4, n. 121. 
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composite, and single hypostasis. lie was the incarnate God the 
Word, who produced naturally from himself in an inseparable 
and unconfused manner each activity 68 according to his own 
natures: according to his divine nature on the one hand, in 
accordance with which he was consubstantial with the Father, Pie 
produced | his divine and unutterable activity; while according to 
his human nature on the other hand, in accordance with which 
the same one also remained consubstantial with us human beings, 
Pie produced] his human and mundane activity, [each activity 
being] congenial to and befitting each nature. And he does not 
allow any of those who see him to be scandalized, on the grounds 
that the same one, who performs this and that naturally, is not 
God and a human being. By effecting both actions, die one and 
the same Christ and Son stops up the foul effluence of Nestorius. 
(For neither, as we have said, do we worship two Christs and Sons 
in him, as if it is they who effect this and that. 69 ) By showing, on 
the other hand, that what is proper to each nature remains uncon¬ 
fused after the union, and that the same one [sc. Christ] likewise 
produces each activity, revealed by the natural principle of the 
natures, and expressing its own nature naturally, from which it 
springs forth inseparably and naturally and gushes forth according 
to its essence, he burns to ashes the sprout of Eutyches, which 
loves confusion.'" 

12. Hence, being born like us, he [sc. Christ] was fed with milk, 
and grew, and went through the bodily developments which the 
years bring, until he reached mature human stature (cf. Eph. 4: 
13), and accepted our hunger (cf. Matt. 4: 2) and thirst (cf. John 4: 
7, 19: 28) and incurred the fatigue of journeys like us (cf. John 4: 6). 
He likewise performed the activity of walking like us, accom¬ 
plished in human fashion, and advancing in accord with human 


11 Here the adverbs ‘indivisibly’ and ‘unconfusedly’ of the Chalcedonian definition 
are pressed into service to show the necessity of confessing two activities in Christ, 
who is in two natures. 

That is, according to Nestorius, the human actions stem from the humanity, the 
divine actions from the divine nature. 

70 Eutyches supposedly taught that the two natures of Christ merged into a third 
substance. 
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essence, gave proof of his human nature. For this reason he also 
went from place to place as we do, since he had become truly a 
human being and possessed our nature without diminution and 
was restrained by bodily limitation, and bore an appearance 
corresponding to ours. The form of his appearance was bodily, 
that is, belonging to a body, in accordance with which he was 
conceived and moulded in the womb, and which he preserved for 
always and will preserve for endless ages. 

13. This is why when he was hungry (Matt. 4: 2) he was fed, this is 
why when he was thirsty (cf. John 4: 7, 19: 28) he was given drink 
and drank as a human being, this is why as a child he was carried 
as he rested in the Virgin’s arms and reposed on his mother’s 
bosom, this is why when he was tired he sat down (cf. John 4: 6), 
and when he needed sleep he slept (cf. Matt. 8: 24), even so he fell 
pain when hit (cf.John 18: 23), and when whipped (cf. Matt. 26: 27) 
he suffered, and underwent bodily pain when his hands and feet 
were pierced on the cross (cf.John 19: 12). For when he wished he 
gave his human nature the occasion to activate and suffer what 
was proper to it, lest his far-famed incarnation be judged some 
kind of illusion and a hollow spectacle. For he did not take these 
things upon himself against his will or under necessity, although 
he did submit to them in a natural and human manner, and 
did and performed them with human movements: perish the 
abominable idea! For it was God who endured suffering these 
things in the flesh and saved us with his own sufferings and 
through them awarded us freedom from passions. But sometimes 
the same one decided to suffer and operate and act in a human 
fashion, and resolved to help those who were watching, on whose 
account he had in truth become a human being, and not when 
natural and fleshly movements wished to be moved naturally to 
activity, or godless conspirators strove with consummate daring to 
accomplish their plots. For he put on a body that was passible and 
mortal and corruptible and subject to our natural and blameless 
passions,' 1 and he permitted it to suffer and do what corresponded 
to its own nature until his resurrection from the dead. There he 
brought our passibilitv and mortality and corruptibility to an end 
and bestowed on us freedom from them. 


'* These arc the natural, human emotions or aflections which are in themselves 
innocent; their assumption by Christ does not negate his sinlessness. 
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14. Thus in this way he exhibited the humble and human things 
voluntarily and at the same time naturally, remaining God in the 
midst of them nonetheless. For he was his own steward of human 
passions and acts, and not merely steward but also governor of 
them/' although according to nature he became incarnate with 
respect to a passible nature, and on account of this his human 
elements went bevond the human, not because his nature was not 
human, but because he became a human being voluntarily. And 
having become a human being, he submitted to these [human 
elements] voluntarily and not through tyranny or necessity, as 
sometimes happens to us even against our will, but at the precise 
time and to the extent that he wished, and he himself consented 
to yield both to those things which brought the sufferings and to 
the sufferings themselves, which were effected in accordance with 
nature. [Contrast] the divine and luminous and loftiest actions, on 
the other hand, and those clearly surpassing our mean estate, 
namely the miraculous and the extraordinary and the emanation 
of wondrous deeds, such as: 

the conception without seed, 
the leaping of John in the womb, 
the uncorruptive birth, 

the undefiled virginity which was intact before the birth and 
during the birth and after the birth, 
the heavenly message given to the shepherds, 
the drawing of the Magi moved by a star, and the bearing of gifts 
which came with it and the adoration, 
the knowledge of learning by one who had not studied (‘For how 
is it’, they said, ‘that he has learning when he has not studied?’ 
(John 7: 15), [the knowledge] which in particular refuted the 
perverse love of the lovers of ignorance), 
the changing of water into wine, 
the invigoration of the sick, 
the restoration of sight to the blind, 
the straightening out of the deformed, 
the bracing of the paralytics, 
the straight course of the lame, 


‘ On the significance of the words ‘steward’ (lamias) and ‘governor’ ( ptylanis ) here 
see Hovorun, 1177 /, Action and Freedom , 138-41: they refer to the ‘ultimate source of the 
energeiai, from where and by which they are distributed and provided, as well as 
directed and controlled, evaluated and judged’. 
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the resplendent cleansing of the lepers, 
the prompt satisfying of the hungry, 
the blinding of the persecutors,' 3 
the stilling of the winds, 
the calm subduing of the sea, 
the bodily walking on the waters, 
the expulsion of the unclean spirits, 
the sudden stirring up of the elements, 
the darkening of the sun over all the world, 
the spontaneous opening of the tombs, 
the rising from the dead after three days, 
the never-ending dissolution of corruption, 
the unceasing destruction of death, 

the unimpeded exit, under guard, from the stone and the sealed 
tomb, 

the unchecked entry through the locked doors, 
the wholly astonishing ascension in the body from earth into 
heaven, 

and all deeds comparable to these which surpass the nature of 
speech and the power of voice and are more than superior to all 
human understanding (cf. Eph. 3: 20). All of these, accomplished 
beyond human reason and nature, are confessedly signs of the 
divine essence and nature of God the Word, even if they are 
effected through the flesh and the body and are not achieved apart 
from the flesh endowed with a rational soul. 

15. We shall not as a consequence of these considerations con¬ 
jecture that God the Word is fleshless, or teach that he is without a 
body, because he performed deeds superior to the body. Indeed, 
the Word truly became incarnate and, being made incarnate 
without deceit, took a body and is acknowledged as one Son, he 
who brings forth every activity from himself, both divine and 
human, both humble and exceedingly great, earthly and heavenly, 
fleshly and incorporeal, visible and invisible, circumscribed and 
uncircumscribed, corresponding to his duality of natures, and 
unfailingly proclaiming the duality through itself, and loudly 
announcing it. For since the same Son, indivisible in regard to his 


” This is apparently a reference to the blinding of the persecutor Saul (Acts 9: 
1-9), and thus quite out of chronological sequence. 
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hypostasis and the same one revealed as two natures, is one, he 
performed the miracles according to one [nature], and admitted 
the lowly acts according to the other. Because of this those who 
have godly thoughts, who have been crowned in the contests by 
Christ God and have received the gift of speaking from God, and 
have together woven for us most godly understanding, say: ‘When 
you hear contrary expressions about the one Son, divide what is 
said correspondingly between the natures. If something is great 
and divine, assign it to the divine na ture, but if something is small 
and human, reckon it to the human [nature]. ,y+ ‘For in this way 
you will both avoid discordant vocabulary, each nature receiving 
what is proper to it, and you will confess the one Son, both before 
all ages and lately appeared, in accordance with the holy scrip¬ 
tures.’ But they also say the following about the one Son: ‘One 
should not separate every activity from the one sonship, but 
should recognize the event by the principle of the nature to which 
it is proper.’ 70 

16. Surely, then, it has been exceedingly well taught that one 
should confess as one the Emmanuel (for so the incarnate God the 
Word is called), and that the same one, and not one and another, 
performed all activities, both the lofty and the least, without dis¬ 
tension of any kind. Through these activities also the unconfused, 
twofold character of his natures is revealed, and the same one is 
not separated through and through into two hypostases and per¬ 
sons, but is one and the same unrent Son and Christ, revealed 
inseparably in two natures. And we confirm that all these things 
belong to this one Son, and we believe that the words and the 
activities all belong to him, although some of them befit the God¬ 
head, while others again befit the humanity, while still others 
occupy a middle rank, inasmuch as they possess in the same activ¬ 
ity what befits both God and the human," while we attribute to 


4 Theodoret, Exposition ojthe Right Faith (CPG 6218), ch. 11; PG 6,1225BC; ed. Otto, 
III, 1, 38-40. 

75 Ibid., ch. 10; PG 6,1225A; ed. Otto. Ill, 1, 36. 

'' Ibid., ch. 12; PG 6, 1232A; ed. Otto, III, 1, 48-50. 

An almost verbatim quotation from Cyril’s letter to Acacius of Melitene, ch. 16; 
sec Wickham, Cyril of Atexanrlria, 52, 11 . 14-17. Cyril was himself simply paraphrasing 
the conclusion of the Formula of Reunion. 
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this power the activity called ‘new and theandric’/ 11 which is not 
one but heterogeneous and differentiated. This was the term 
Dionysius the Areopagite, who spoke of God, expressed to the 
divine Paul when he had been divinely taken captive by him (cf. 
Acts 17: 34), since it holds both the God-befitting and the human 
in the same one, and because the term is both elegant and com¬ 
posite, demonstrating perfectly each activity of each essence and 
nature. 

17. Therefore in glorifying God the Word who is before the ages 
and co-eternal with the Father, we profess that he underwent a 
birth in time, in respect of which he was born incarnate from the 
Virgin Mary, who is properly and truly Theotokos, 711 and because 
of that he is rightly believed by those of pious belief to have 
had two births. Hu And the same being perfect in Godhead was, 
the same, perfect in humanity, 81 neither being divided by the dif¬ 
ference of the essences, nor by the identity of the hypostasis and 
the person leading the natures to an identity of essence, but he 
remained undivided in the natures from which he appeared hypo- 
statically, in wisdom and in truth undergoing all our works and 
passions—those natural and blameless matters which are far from 
censure and defilement and in which no trace of sin is found. 
For he did not commit sin nor could any guile be found in his mouth at all 
(1 Pet. 2: 22; cf. Isa. 53: 9). And he lived with us in human fashion, 
inasmuch as he was revealed as a perfect human being, although 
the same one was flawlessly God and performed miracles as was 
appropriate; for he was revealed as perfect God, although he was 
bound fast to a human flesh that was intellectually ensouled. He 
gave access to voluntary passion and was given up voluntarily to 
the Jews—or rather he gave himself up voluntarily to them 
because of the salvation of human beings, and he was bound, and 
slapped, and spat on, and whipped and scoffed and mocked, and 


7R Ps. Dionysius, letter 4 to Gains the. Monk (CPG 6607); PG 3, 1072C; cd. G. Heil and 
A. M. Rillcr, Cor/m Dionysiacum, vol. 2, Palristischc Texte und Studicn, 36 (Berlin: VV. 
de Gruylcr, 1991), 161, 1 . 9. See see. 1.3.2 on the use of this expression in Sergius and 
Cyrus, and el'. Grilhncicr, Jesus der (Jhrutus 2/3, 309-6, for a discussion of the concept 
in Ps. Dionysius. 

7.1 The same expression has already been used. See sec. 2.3.4, above. 

8.1 Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, AGO II, 1, 2, 129, 27 9; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

Hl Once again we have the echo of the Definition of Chalcedon: AGO II, 1, 2, 129, 
24 5; Irans. Tanner, i. *86. 
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was clad in a purple cloak (Math: 27: 28) like one who was king of 
all, and in kingly fashion a reed was put into his hand like a kingly 
sceptre, and was condemned by Pilate acting as judge, and finally 
he was fixed to the scaffold and his hands and feet were bloodied 
as he was nailed to the saving cross. And he was raised up with 
robbers and was given vinegar to drink and tasted gall, and with a 
great cry gave up his soul to the Father, and was pierced in the side 
with a lance, and poured forth saving blood and water (John 19: 
34) after his dying and death. And when dead he was taken down 
from the cross and tended and embalmed and buried in a tomb 
for three days, and rising on the third day he went forth from the 
tomb, and with himself he raised up all the dead, through his own 
resurrection from the dead leading them from the tomb and cor¬ 
ruption to the life which has no end. And when he had risen from 
the dead, he appeared to the disciples, and validated his resurrec¬ 
tion by means of eating and drinking and the touching of the 
apostles’ hands on his own flesh, and he bestowed on them the all¬ 
holy Spirit, because it was of the same kin and of the same stock 
as himself, and was taken up into the heavens—or rather he went 
up as lord of the heavens, and is seated at the right hand of the 
one who begat him, possessing the royal and sublime throne of his 
Father. From thence he will come again to make judgement of the 
living and the dead, ,L ’ and to repay each one according to the 
actions which each has performed, whether someone has effected 
good and beautiful deeds, or foul and blameworthy. We believe 
that he reigns over all with both the Father and the Holy Spirit, 
with a reign which is truly without end and docs not accept finality 
and completion. Hi But with regard to the dispensation of the flesh, 
that is to say of the wondrous incarnation of God the Word and 
his becoming like us lowly beings, I have briefly made known what 
I say and think." 1 


" J Cf. Symbol ofNicaca; trails. Tanner, i. *5. 

111 Cf. Symbol of Constantinople I. ACO 11 , 1, 2, 80; trails. Tanner, i. *24. The 
attribution of an endless reign to Christ together with the Father and Spirit, which 
was not articulated in the creed ofNicaca in 325, was necessitated by Marcellus of 
Ancyra’s doctrine. According to this leaching, after his earthly life Christ was sub¬ 
sumed hack into the divinity: thus there was no question of the Emmanuel reigning 
endlessly. This addition was inrludcd in the creed of Constantinople in 381. 

Once again Sophronius claims to be brief. At this point von Schonhorn’s French 
translation ceases. 
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2.4. PROFESSION OF FAITH IN CREATION 

1. Concerning the coming into being of the visible world, its 
establishment at the beginning of time, and its consummation, 
which it may receive before long, I confess to you, honoured by 
God [sc. Sergius], that the one God framed everything, not only 
the visible but also the invisible—the one God, Father, Son, Holy 
Spirit, that is, the nature which is eternal and without beginning— 
and brought from non-existence into existence and created what 
previously was not, and wisely brought into being the myriad 
varieties of them. The Father made everything through the 
only-begotten Son in the Holy Spirit, [everything] which he 
holds in being through wise foresight, presiding as God over his 
own works, and establishing a beginning in time for everything, 
he subjected the perceptible to an end in time, while to the 
intellectual and unseen he awarded greater honour than to these: 
they will not die at all or corrupt in the way that perceptible things 
flux and easily dissipate, not that they are immortal by nature or 
have changed into an incorruptible essence, but he has granted 
them this grace which keeps them from corruption and death. 
Thus the souls of human beings remain incorruptible, thus the 
angels continue immortal, not that they are truly incorruptible 
in nature, as we have said, or in an essence which is properly 
immortal, but because they have been allotted a grace from God 
which bestows immortality and will grant them an incorrupt 
existence. 

2. But 85 it is not because the souls of human beings, by the grace 
of God, have thrust off the corruption lurking naturally in all 
created tilings that we shall suppose therefore [that they existed] 
before bodies, or that we shall think that they existed in some 
eternal life before the creation and the compacting of the visible 
world. Nor would we allege that they had a heavenly way of life, 
living a fleshless and incorporeal life eternally in a heaven which 
once did not exist, as the frenzied Origen would have it, and his 
confederates who are of like mind with him, Didymus and 


85 


Here I have adopted a punctuation different from Riedinger’s. 
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Evagrius and the rest of their crowd that pays heed to fables.' 10 In 
their error they do not only hold this belief, mixing it up with 
pagan teachings 8 ' and sullying the noble race of Christians, but 
they also mindlessly do away with the resurrection of these bodies 
with which we are now invested, 88 stammering myriads of terrible 
things worthy of their impious, fabulous invention. To confound 
them what was said by Paul to the Corinthians is sufficient: ‘If the 
dead are not raised, nor has Christ been raised (i Cor. 15: 16-17). And 
finally, when in this way they loitered vainly in their reasoning, he 
added: ‘And indeed your faith is vairi (1 Cor. 15: 17). Or is it, you 
people, that you have had no part in our sacred confession and the 
resurrection of the flesh in it?—for indeed the confession of the 
‘resurrection of the flesh’ 89 is required of us as we approach saving 
baptism. This is why, as it appeared to one of the sages, the entire 
resplendent and conspicuous dispensation of the only-begotten 
was put into effect so splendidly, ‘so that he might save the image 
(cf. Gen. 1: 27) and make the flesh immortal’. 9 " 

3. But it is not only on this point that the deranged err and go 
astray from the straight road (such impiety would be tolerable in 
comparison with [their other] evils), but they also make myriads 


nl> Like many other writers, Sophronius seems (o lie inspired by the Origenist 
anathemala 0( 553 in his condemnation of not only Origen hut also of Didymus and 
Evagrius. On these see A. Guillaumonl, Les 'hephalaia Gnostica' d'Evagre !e Ponlique et 
Phistoire de Porigenisme chez let grecs et rhez tes syne ns, Patrislica Sorboncnsia, 5 (Paris: 
Editions dti Seuil, 1962), 136-40; B. E. Daley, The Hope of the Early Church: A Handbook 
of Patristic Eschatology {Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 188 go. 
There are two sets of anaihcmata, those nine contained in Justinian’s edict of 543 
(AGO III, 189 214 at 213-14; amended edition by Amclotli and Zingale, Scrilli teolvgid, 
67 119 at n6 18, wiLh summary in Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 400), and the fuller set of 
fifteen from the council of 553 (ACO IV, 1, 248-9; English trans. in Grillmeier, CCT 
2/2, 404-5). On the juxtaposition of Origen, Didymus, and Evagrius in Sophronius 
see the heresiology below and Homily on the Annunciation, PG 87 (3), 3240B-3241A. On 
the ‘fabulous’ pre-existence of souls in Origenist doctrine sec Anathema 1, ACO IV, 
248, 3 4; trans. Grillmeier, CCT2/2, 404. 

H ' The charge that Origenist doctrine embodies pagan elements is commonly 
found in Greek writers after 553 and is no doubt inspired by Justinian’s writings, c.g. 
the edict of 543; ACO III, 191, 15- 18; Amelotti and Zingale, 72, 5-9. This charge 
against Origen was first made by Porphyry, according to Eusebius, HE VI.19.7. 

UB According to Anathema 10 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 249, ig-22; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 
2/2, 405, Origenists believed in a spherical, ethereal, risen body. Of. Daley, The Hope, 
189-90. 

fl '' Cf. Symbol of Ghalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 128, 112; trans. Tanner, i. *85. 

K ' Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 38. 13; SG 358, 134, 37. 
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of other statements contrary to the tradition of the apostles and 
our Fathers. They throw out the planting of paradise, they do not 
want Adam fashioned in the flesh, they object to the moulding of 
Eve from him, they reject the utterance of the snake, 91 they forbid 
the ranks of heavenly armies as they were created to be in the 
beginning by God, 9 ’ imagining that they resulted from a prim¬ 
ordial condemnation and deviation. They dream up, both god- 
lessly and mythically, that all rational things were produced in a 
henad of minds, 9 ’ and they abuse the creation of the waters above 
heaven, 94 and want an end to punishment, 95 and they introduce 
besides total corruptibility of all perceptible things, 9b while 
alleging the restoration of all rational creatures, angels, human 
beings, demons, 9 ' and again confounding their differences into 
one mythical unity, when Christ will be different from us in no 
respect, whom they preach in a foolish manner, 9H not the one 
whom we proclaim in pious belief ‘in glory or honour or kingship 
or lordship’. 99 They seethe like demons and bring forth myriads of 
things from the diabolical and impious store of their heart, not 
with one foul perversion only but giving their neighbour myriads 
of draughts to drink (cf. Hab. 2: 15), and, wretches that they are, 
doing to death the souls of human beings for whom Christ 
deigned to die and poured out the ransom that was his divine 
blood and laid down his own life as a most divine gift exceeding all 
worth. 


1 These aspects seem to be Sophronius’ interpretation of Origenist doctrine. 
However, the mention of Adam and Eve was probably inspired by Justinian’s Edict 
Against Origin ; ACO III, 194, 18-33; Amclotti and Zingalc, 78, 18-38. 

Cf. Anathema 2 of 553; ACO IV', 1. 248, 5-13; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404. 

5,3 Cf. ibid. 

Nothing comparable to this charge is found in the analhemata, but Justinian in 
his Edict Against Origin denounces Origenist doctrine for its claim that the ‘waters 
above heaven’ are ensouled: Anathema 6, ACO III, 213, 27—8; Amelotti and Zingale, 
"b, 54-5. 

“ s Cf. Justinian, Anathema 9; ACO III, 214, 4-5; Amelotti and Zingalc, 118, 4-6. 

Cf. Anathema 11 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 249, 15-18; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 405. 

'' This refers to the Origenist doctrine of restoration or apokatastasis at the end of 
time. See Anathema 9 of 543; ACO III, 214, 5-6; Amelotti and Zingale, 249, 15-18; 
and Anathema 1 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 248, 3 4; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404. 

wl Cf. Anathemata 10, 12, 13 and 14 in .-ICO IV, 1, 249; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 
4 ° 5 - 

This phrase is probably to be taken as part of a liturgical doxology which w as 
familiar to both Sophronius and Sergius. 



COUNCILS 


•25 


4. But we, because we have been given to drink the rational and 
guileless milk (1 Pet. 2: 2) of right and blameless and well-disciplined 
faith, and have tasted the good word of God, thrust away all their 
shadowy teachings. Being free of all their lawless babblings and 
walking in the footsteps of our Fathers, we both speak of the 
consummation of the present world and believe that that life 
which is to come after the present life will last forever, and we hold 
to unending punishment; the former will gladden unceasingly 
those who have performed excellent deeds, but the latter will 
bring pain without respite, and also indeed punishment, on those 
who became lovers of what was vile in this life and refused to 
repent before the end of their course and departure hence. For 
i their worm will not die', says Christ the judge, who is the truth (John 
8: 46), ‘ and their fire will not he extinguished' (Mark 9: 48). These things 
are what we think and believe, most wise One, because we have 
received them from the proclamation which is from apostles 
and evangelists, from prophets and the Law, from Fathers and 
teachers, anti we have made them manifest to You, all-wise One, 
and have hidden nothing from You. 

2.5 COUNCILS 100 

i. Finally, it is consistent and both harmonious with and 
appropriate to ancient tradition that we make clear in writing the 
sacred synods of our Fathers and all-sacred assemblies, which we 
treat as bringing light to our souls and pray that we shall uphold 
forever, so that with them we may have communion in the blessed 
life, being their well-born children and successors. Accordingly, 
in regard to the inspired teachings of the church we accept 
four great and sacred and ecumenical synods, 101 shining with 
evangelical splendour and radiant with a multitude of distinctive 
evangelical marks. We maintain as the first of these synods the 
council in Nicaea, with its 318 God-bearing Fathers, which, 
assembled by divine inspiration, condemned the pollution of 
Alius’ frenzy. 102 After that one in time, but not in repute and grace, 


I On synopses of councils in general see Munitiz, ‘Synoptic Greek Accounts’, 
147 86. 

II On the significance of the number ‘four’ here see the conclusion to the analysis 
above. 

1 The Council of Nicaea promulgated anathemata on Arian doctrine in 325. Sec 
Tanner, i. *5. 
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assembled the second assembly, convened in the queen of cities."" 
One hundred and fifty Fathers, full of divine wisdom, were there, 
who, being led by God, made up the complement of this assembly 
too, which extinguished the impiety of Macedonius, Apollinaris, 
and Magnus with a triple thunderbolt"' 4 and delivered the body of 
the pious believers from so severe an inflammation." 5 After that 1 
honour the third council, third only in time, the first council which 
by divine will sat together in Ephesus.""’ (The second one, said to 
be Dioscorus 5 , was discovered to be congruent with the dis¬ 
credited opinion of Eutyches. 107 ) This first council was revealed as 
the complement of 200 holy Fathers, and rejected Nestorius, the 
worshipper of a human being, and all his impiety that fights 
against Christ. 108 And the fourth gathering, full of divine wisdom, 
after the three only in time, was assembled with 630 Fathers, 
worthy of all praise and torch-bearers of the faith. It held its godly 
convocation by God in Chalcedon and had the martyr Eitphemia 
sharing its labours (the one who also up to the present fights on 
behalf of their definition of the faith and speaks unceasingly and 
mightily about their far-famed and very great assembly). 1 II '” It dis¬ 
patched that unhallowed pair, I mean Eutyches and Dioscorus, 
and blocked up their malevolence, hostile to God, which flowed 
as if from the spring of Apollinaris and filled all the torrents of 
impiety, 110 and through its orthodox addresses it also cast out 

1 ,J i.e. in Constantinople in 381. See sec. 2.5.4, below, for the same expression. 

1-1 Greek rpiKepavvov. The reading of one family of manuscripts, rpiKfpavov or 
‘triple-headed’, is perhaps preferable. 

1 These three names are found in Justinian, On the Right Faith, 90, 3-6; trans. 
Wesche, 181. While the followers of Macedonius and Apollinaris were anathematized 
at the council, there was no mention of Magnus in the conciliar pronouncement. Sec 
Tanner, i. *31. Cf. sec. 2.6.1, below. 

1 i.e. Ephesus I in 431, on which see Frend, MonophysiteMovement, 19—21. 

I0? i.e. Ephesus II, the ‘Robber Council’ of 449, where Dioscorus presided and 
Eutyches was rehabilitated. See Frend, Monophysite Movement, 36 43. 

I 1 Because of his supposed division of Christ into two separate natures, united in a 
moral association not in a hypostatic union, Nestorius is said here to worship a human 
being and to fight against Christ. 

109 The Council of Chalcedon deliberated in 451 in the basilica of the martyr 
Euphemia (see e.g. Evagrius, HE II.3), who thereafter became associated by Chalce- 
donians with the preservation of the council’s doctrine. On the mystique surrounding 
the martyr in the fifth and sixth centuries see H. Gregoire, ‘Sainte Euphemie et 
l’empereur Maurice’, 1 / Museon, 59 (1946), 295-302; A. M. Schneider, ‘Sankt Euphe¬ 
mia und das Konzil von Chalkedon’, in Grillmeier and Bacht, i. 291-302. 

II On the juxtaposition of Apollinaris, Eutyches, and Dioscorus see sec. 2.3.5, 
above. 
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with their most impious heresy the wholly abominable heresy of 
Nestorius, hostile to God. Indeed it assembled for this purpose, to 
oppose this heresy, which w as still gasping in its shamelessness, as 
it were, which is why the council destroyed it completely and 
banished it from the halls of the church. 1 " In addition to these 
four great, ecumenical assemblies of the holy and blessed Fathers, 
which are all-hallowed and all-sacred and equal in honour, I 
accept another besides them, a fifth holy ecumenical Synod which 
came into existence after them and was also held in the queen of 
cities (Justinian w r as administering the sovereign 112 Roman empire 
at the time), and all its luminous definitions, whilst the council 
indeed was assembled to confirm the far-famed Synod of 
Ghalcedon. 111 It condemned and threw out to destruction in the 
first instance the senseless Origen and all his dreamy pomposities, 
and his writings full of many kinds of impiety, and together with 
him the teachings of Evagrius and Didymus and all their pagan 
and monstrous, not to say fabulous, nonsenses. 111 After them the 
council plucked out Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius’ teacher 
and hostile to God, and threw him, like a loathsome weed, lls with 
his blasphemous compositions out of the catholic church. 11 " And it 
condemned those writings of Theodoret, which in base and 
impious fashion were composed against Cyril, the champion of 
pious belief, and all the charges against the Twelve Chapters 
of the same inspired Cyril and against the first holy synod of 
Ephesus and our right faith that had been brought by Theodoret, 


111 Although it was not referred to by name, the supposed teaching of Nestorius 
was anathematized at Chalccdon, and Theodoret and Ibas were forced to anathema¬ 
tize Nestorius before the council rehabilitated them. 

IIJ Lit. ‘administering the sceptre of...’. 

111 On the second council of Constantinople (553) and its reception sec sec. 1.1, 
above. As a strict Chalcedonian Sophronius makes explicit the goal of the council: it 
assembled to confirm the doctrine of Chalcedon. 

114 That is, the person and works of Origen were condemned, and the teachings of 
Evagrius and Didymus. On the ‘pagan' and ‘fabulous’ nature of Origenist doctrine 
see 2.4.2, above, and cf. Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos V.68-77; ed. Uthemann, 92. 

111 Weeds were a common analogy for heretics and heresy, the works of the devil 
(cf. Matt. 13: 25). See Brox, ‘Ilaresie’, 283. 

11 As explained in sec. 1.1 above, in an attempt to defend Chalcedon from the 
charge of Nestorianism, both the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia 
were condemned at the second Council of Constantinople in 553. See Tanner, i. 
*H9-*I20. Theodore was perceived by anti-Chalccdonians as being a precursor of 
Nestorius. 
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who supported the impious Nestorius."' And what Theodoret had 
written in defence of Diodore and Theodore the council also 
included in this condemnation. 118 With these it pulled out by the 
roots too the so-called Letter of Ibas written to Mari the Persian, 
on the grounds that it was not only in opposition to right teach¬ 
ings, but was also full of every impiety. 119 So I cleave to these four 
sacred and great and ecumenical synods and embrace them with a 
single mind. In addition to these I honour and venerate and revere 
this fifth one too, 1 '" and gladly admit all of their proceedings, both 
with respect to teachings and different doctrines and with respect 
to anathemata and definitions against heretics. For this reason I 
receive gladly and I accept those whom they accepted and 
received gladly, and 1 anathematize and I reject whomever they 
subjected to anathema and considered rejected from our catholic 
and holy church. 

2. In following these five holy and blessed synods I understand 
one, sole definition of faith and I know one teaching and symbol, 
about which the all-wise and blessed and inspired throng of the 
318 God-bearing Fathers in Nicaea made public utterance 
through the Holy Spirit, which the assembly of the 150 divinely 
inspired Fathers in Constantinople also ratified, and the first 
synod of the 200 godly Fathers in Ephesus confirmed, and the 
fellowship of the 630 all-sacred Fathers in Chalcedon welcomed 
and corroborated and asserted clearly that it would preserve 
unimpaired and unbroken and unshaken. 1 ' 1 

3. We also accept and receive cordially with the same embrace all 
the godly writings, full of divine wisdom, of the inspired Cyril, in 
that they are full of all correctness and destroy every impiety of 


117 On the anathema on the works of Theodoret see Tanner, i. *121. Since one of 
the aims of the council of 553 w as to emphasize the Cyrillian christological tradition, 
the works condemned were those which Theodoret had written against Cyril. 

11,1 The works of Theodoret in defence of Theodore were explicitly condemned in 
553 (irans. in Tanner, i. *121); but his works in defence of Diodore were not mentioned 
by name on that occasion. 

See Tanner, i. *121—*122 on the anathematization of this letter. The so-called 
Letter of Ibas to Mari was critical of the actions of Cyril throughout the controversy. 
See Frend, Monophysitc Movement, 280. English trans. of the Letter to Mari in Price and 
Gaddis, The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, ii. 295—8. 

’ On the reception of Constantinople II see sec. 1.3.8, above. 

IJI The fact that there is no mention of the doctrinal significance of Constantino¬ 
ple II is to be noted. See above. 
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the heretics, especially the two synodical letters against Nestorius, 
hateful to God and pursued by God, both the second and third, 1 ” 
to which were also attached the Twelve Chapters, 123 which burnt 
up the entire perversity of Nestorius with the coals of the holy 
apostles 124 of equal number. Together with these I accept also the 
synodical letter written to the most holy leaders of the East, in 
which he called their utterances sacred and confirmed peace with 
them. 12 ’ Counted in with these we assert that the letters of the 
eastern Fathers 12 ' 1 are indissoluble because they were accepted by 
the godly Cyril himself, and were attested by him in indisputable 
terms as orthodox. 12 ' 

4. Together 128 with those sacred writings of the all-wise Cyril, I 
likewise accept as being sacred and of equal honour, and the 
mother of the same orthodoxy, also the God-given and divinely 
inspired letter of the great and illustrious Leo of godly mind, 129 of 
the most holy church of the Romans, or rather of the luminary 
of all under the sun, which he wrote, clearly moved by the divine 
Spirit, to Flavian, the famous leader of the queen of cities, 1 ’" 
against the perverse Eutyches and Nestorius, hateful to God and 

IJJ By the ‘synodical letters of Cyril’ the Chalcedonian definition had meant his 
Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter to John of Antioch; it was only under 
Justinian that Chalccdon’s phrase was reinterpreted to refer to the Second and Third 
Letters to Nestorius. 

123 i.e. CPG 530a, 5303, and 5304. On the significance of these writings in the 
christological debate around Nestorius see Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria, pp. xxi—xxiii 
and xxxv xliii. 

124 In other words, because Cyril’s writings were based on apostolic teaching they 
destroyed Nestorius’ doctrine. For other typologies of the apostles see PGL s.v. 

dnoaTohos K5; J- 

l2; ’ This is (Letter 39) To John (CPC 5339), which contains the Formula of Reunion. 
As McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 114, n. 196, remarks, this letter was ‘canonised 
at Chalcedon as an authoritative expression of orthodox teaching’. 

J This refers to the letter to Cyril from John of Antioch containing the Formula 
of Reunion (ACO I, I, 4, pp. 7-9), accepted by Cyril in his Synodical Letter to John of 
Antioch. It is the same document as the ‘epistle of the eastern leaders’ in sec. 2.5, 
below. 

12 On the superficial reconciliation of Cyril with the Antiochene party after the 
council of 431 see McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 114-16. 

' Most of the remainder of this section is discussed by von Schonborn, ‘La 
Primaute romaine’, 480 1. See sec. 1.2 above on Sophronius’ relationship with Rome. 

12 “ This is the contentious Letter or Tome to Flavian, regarded by anti-Chalcedonians 
as Nestorian, or at least as being open to a Nestorianizing interpretation. 

11 On the use of this expression to designate Constantinople see sec. 2.5.I (bis), 
above. 
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deranged. Indeed I call and define this [letter] as ‘the pillar of 
orthodoxy’, 151 following those holy Fathers who well defined it this 
way, as thoroughly teaching us every right belief, while destroying 
every heretical wrong belief, and driving it out of the halls of our 
holy catholic church, guarded by God. With this divinely con¬ 
ceived epistle and writing I also attach myself to all his letters and 
teachings as if they issued from the mouth of the chief Peter, 152 
and I kiss and cleave to them and embrace them with all my soul. 

5. As I have said previously, I accept these five sacred and divine 
councils of the blessed Fathers and all the writings of the all-wise 
Cyril, and especially those composed against the madness of 
Nestorius, and the epistle of the eastern leaders which was written 
to the most godly Cyril himself and which he attested as orthodox. 
And [I accept] what Leo, the most holy shepherd of the most holy 
church of the Romans, wrote, and especially what he composed 
against the abomination of Eulyches and Nestorius . 115 1 recognize 
the latter as the definitions of Peter, the former those of Mark. 114 
Furthermore, [I accept] all the teachings, full of divine wisdom, of 
all the select spiritual teachers of our catholic church, whether 
they are contained in discourses and writings or in certain letters, 
and, to speak in sum, I accept and cleave to everything that our holy 
catholic church approves. Conversely, I reject and anathematize 
and account as detestable whatever the church in her consum¬ 
mate wisdom detests and considers at war with her own pious belief, 
not only booklets and pamphlets and teachings that are hostile to 
God and interpolated, 111 but also those heretical and unorthodox 
persons who are leaders of unorthodox heresies. And for your 


111 The Tome of Leo was described as a pillar in the Definition of Chalredon 
(Tanner, i. 1, 85, 42). '['he third Council of Constantinople ((>80/1) claimed that the 
Italian synod of 680, held at Rome under Pope Agatho, also used the expression 
‘pillar of orthodoxy’ of the Tome (Tanner, i. 1, 127, 10-11). In the extant proceedings of 
this synod, however (ed. Mansi XI, 185A 186D), this expression does not occur. 

1 ' J On the reasons behind the importance assigned here to the see of Rome by 
Sophronius cf. sec. 1.2, above. 

1,1 Namely the letter or Tome to Flavian. 

1,1 For a parallel to Sophronius’ juxtaposition here of the see of Alexandria, trad¬ 
itionally associated with Mark the evangelist, and that of Rome with its Petrine 
associations, see Homily on the Until of Christ , 1711, 21 9. 

With these derisory remarks the patriarch probably has in mind anii- 
Chalceclonian and monoenergist teachings, perhaps especially the Pact of Union of 
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complete satisfaction, I shall make an inventory' of the persons 
whom I anathematize, and make my condemnation not only by 
tongue and mouth but also in heart and spirit, since these have 
been seen to be utterly treacherous to our holy and catholic faith. 

2 . 6 . HERESIOLOGIES 1 Ul 

i. Accordingly, by the holy and consubstantial and worshipful 
Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, let there be anathema and 
condemnation forever: first upon Simon Magus, who first made a 
most evil beginning to all evil heresies, 117 after him Cleobius, 
Menander, Philctus, Hermogenes, Alexander the Coppersmith, 1111 
Dositheus, Gortheos, 11 ” Satorninus, Masbotheus, Hadrian, 110 
Basilides, Isidore his son and superior in madness, 1 " Ebion, 
Carpocrates, Epiphanes, Prodicus, Cerinthus and Merinthus, 
Valentinus, Florinus, Blastus, 112 Artemon, Secundus, Cassian, 1 ' 1 ' 1 
Theodotus, Heracleon, Ptolemy, Mark, Colorbasus, Adcmis 
the Carystian, Theodotus the 'Fanner, another Theodotus, 111 


1 For notes on individual heretics ;ind heretical groups in what follows the reader 
is referred to EEC, to Marjanen and Luomancn (eels.). Companion lo Second-Century 
Christian 'Heretics' , or to another appropriate reference work. The locus of the treat¬ 
ment of this section of the Synodical letter will be on Sophronius’ sources for his 
heresiologies and how he used them, rather than on the individual ‘heretics’ or 
groups of ‘heretics’ themselves, except where they are contemporaries or near- 
contemporaries of Sophronius. 

117 On Simon Magus as the father or originator of heresies see Brox, ‘Haresie’, a8<|; 
the definitive work on Simon is now A. Ferreiro, Simon Magus in Patristic. Medieval and 
Early Modern Traditions, Studies in the History of Christian Traditions, 125 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2005). 

1IH The names of Philetus, Hermogenes (or Hymenaeus in some versions of the 
New Testament), and Alexander the Coppersmith (ef. 2 Tim. 2: 16-18; 1 Tim. 1: 20, 
and 2 Tim. 3: 14 respectively) are derived from Theodoret, Compendium of Heretical 
Fables {CPG 6223), II, Preface; PC 83, 384C 388A. 

1 w The Gortheans are classed by Epiphanius as Samaritans, but by Theodoret as 
descendants of Simon Magus, who came from Samaria. 

M " The name Hadrianistai is found in Theodoret 1 .1; IK! 83, 345B, and Hadrian 
occurs in Theodoret II, Preface; PC 83, 388A, but the bishop or Cyrrhus seems to 
have misread Eusebius, HE IV.22. 

111 Isidore is mentioned by Theodoret as the son of Basilides (I.4; IK! 83, 348C- 
349 ^)- 

142 Florinus was a disciple of Valentinus. Blastus is mentioned together with him by 
Theodoret, I.23; PC 83, 372CD. 

111 Cassian may also have been influenced by Valentinus: Theodoret in any case 
includes him with Valentinus’ school. 

1,4 A Theodotus with no further epithet is named by both Theodore! II.5; IK! 83, 
392C, and Timothy of Constantinople, PC 86, 29I), its a disciple of Theodotus the 
Tanner. 
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Euphrates the Peratic, Monoirnus the Arab, Hermogenes, Tatian 
the Syrian, Severus, Asclepiodotus, 145 Bardesanes, Harmonius his 
son and well-matched in error, 140 Hermophilus, Cerdo, Sacerdo, 147 
Marcion of Pontus, Apelles, Apollonides, 1+fi Potitus, Prepon, 
Pithon, Synerus, 149 Theodotus the Money-changer; Montanus, 
and Priscilla and Maximilla, his mad pupils; Nepos, Elkesai, 
Origen, another Origen also [called] Adamantius, 151 Sabcllius the 
Libyan, 1 ’ 1 Navatus, Paul of Sarnosata, Epigonus, 15 ' Gleomenes, 
Noetus of Smyrna, Manes who gave his name to the godless 
madness, 153 Sabbatius, Arius, Meletius, Aetius, Eunomius, 
Asterius, Eudoxius, Donatus, Macedonius who fought against 
the Holy Spirit and received the just epithet ‘Spirit-fighter’; 
Apollinaris of Laodicea and his son Apollinaris, 14 Magnus, 155 
Polemo, Pelagius, Celestius, Julian, the defenders of the same 
madness; Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius, the most 
polluted heralds of the polluted worship of a human being, both 
Cyrus 150 and John the Gilicians, the most godless guardians of the 

l4 ’ In Timothy of Constantinople, PG 86, 2gD, he is also called Asclepiodotus. 

144 In the Greek there is a pun between ‘Harmonius’ and ‘well-matched in error’. 

I4 ‘ The name of Sacerdo is unknown to us from elsewhere, and is probably the 
result of textual corruption. See sec. 1.5.4, above, on the heresiologies. 

14 Apollonides is mentioned by Theodoret 11 .5; PG 83, 392C, as a disciple of 
Theodotus the Tanner, on whom see above. 

I41 * Potitus, Prepon, Pithon, and Synerus arc mentioned simply by Theodoret 1 .25; 
PG83, 376D-377A, as Marcionists, whose doctrines were refuted by Justin Martyr and 
other apologists. 

11 The main character in a fourth-century anli-Gnostic writing, Adamantius took 
issue w ith heretics, and is named in the compendium to Theodoret as one of his 
sources (PG 83, 340A). Adamantius came to be erroneously identified with Origen, 
whose surname was Adamantius. 

1,1 On Sabcllius see n. 16, above. 

|J ‘ Called by Sophronius ‘Epigenos’. 

' 1 In the Greek there is a pun on the words Manes and madness (Greek mania). 

1,4 It was, in fact, Apollinaris the younger (r. 315—90) who by his writings pro¬ 
pounded a christology in w hich there was no human spirit or mind in Christ, but the 
divine Logos instead. 

1,1 On Magnus see sec. 2.5.1, above. 

ISt> Cyrus, bishop of Tyre, an influential member of the group around John of 
Antioch, was deposed, like John, by Cyril of Alexandria at Ephesus in 431. In Article 
VIII of the Announcement of Cyrus of Alexandria (document 3 in the monoenergist 
dossier, Part 3 below), Cyrus of Tyre and John of Aigiai are anathematized, as well as 
‘anyone else w ho in some way or other contradicted the tw elve chapters of the most 
holy Cyril’. Murphy and Sherwood, Kbnstantinopel II und III. 184, mistakenly identify 
these two men with those who appear in Sophronius’ work In Praise of Saints Cyrus and 
John (CPG 7645). Both Cyrus and John of Antioch are said to be godless in that they 
are portrayed as follow ers of Nestorius, and therefore deny godliness in Christ. 
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same godlessness; Eutyches, Dioscorus, the protector and advo¬ 
cate of Eutyches; Barsumas, Zooras, Timothy called the Cat, 
Peter the Stammerer, and Acacius who crafted the Kenoticon 
of Zeno; 1 Lampetius, the chief of the hateful heresy of the 
Marcianists; 1 " Didymus and Evagrius, the all-polluted chief initi¬ 
ates of Origen’s sophistry; Peter the Fuller, who dared to attach 
the cross to the Trisagion hymn; another Peter, the defilement 
from Iberia of barbarian mind, 1 ’ 9 who introduced another head¬ 
less heresy among the Headless Ones, and Isaiah the associate of 
this Peter. 1 '" With all these, and before all and after all and accord¬ 
ing to all and on behalf of all, let Severus be anathema, their 
thoroughly mad disciple, who of all the Headless Ones, new and 
old, is called a most cruel tyrant and a most hostile enemy of the 
holy catholic church, and a most lawless adulterer of the most 
holy church of Antioch, and a most disgusting seducer;"’ 1 and 
Theodosius of Alexandria, Anthimus of Trebizond, 11 " Jacob the 
Syrian; Julian of Halicarnassus, Felicissimus and Gaianas of 
Alexandria, from whom the heresy of the Gaianites or Julianists 
was bred; 1 *’ 1 Dorotheus, who in godless fashion championed the 
same heresy; Paul the Black, who was not only called black but in 


157 Sophronius puns on the title Henoticon, Zeno’s document of unity, by calling it 
Kenotiam, an empty document or a purgative. 

1H Lampetius was in fact one of the principal representatives of the sect of the 
Euchites or Messalians (on whom see below). His mistaken inclusion here in a list of 
anti-Chalcedonians may have been caused by the fact that he is mentioned in a letter 
of Severus, patriarch of Antioch from 512 to 518. The notice concerning Lampetius 
here is confused and anachronistic, since the Marcianisls here were a group of 
Messalians named alter the sixth-century leader Marcian. 

IS “ A first-generation anti-Chalcedonian (d. 4gi), Peter was for a short time bishop 
of Gaza. On account of his Georgian ancestry he is called a barbarian. 

Isaiah of Scete was the teacher of the first-generation anti-Chalcedonian, Peter 
the Iberian, and a writer of ascetic works. His followers are included in Sophronius’ 
second heresiology, but scarcely merit the opprobrium which they receive here. 

I ’ >1 The significance of Severus of Antioch for Chalccdonians like Sophronius can 
be seen from the fact that he is considered the leader of the anti-Chalcedonians (the 
Headless Ones), as well as from the invective heaped on him here. 

‘ Originally bishop of Trebizond, Anthimus became patriarch of Constantinople 
in the 520s, but was deposed because he communicated with Severus of Antioch. 

11 An aphthartodocetist, Gaianas was elected by his party to be patriarch of 
Alexandria in opposition to Theodosius. The Gaianites continued to exist in 
Alexandria, and their seventh-century leader Menas is condemned by Sophronius in 
the Synodical Letter at the end of the heresiology. 
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truth became so; 101 John the Grammarian, whose epithet is 
Philoponus, or rather Mataioponus, lo;i and Conon and Eugenius, 
the three thrice-accurscd defenders of trithcism; 100 Themistius, 
the father and the begetter and most lawless sower of ignorance, 
who babbled that Christ, our true God, did not know the day of 
judgement, statements which he himself, driven mad by God, 
made in ignorance, not knowing what he uttered in his mistaken 
thinking. For if he did not know the force of his own words, he 
would not have given birth to the destructive ignorance and hotly 
defended the pollution of ignorance, belching forth from his 
senseless brain the statement that, not in so far as he was God 
eternal but in so far as he had in truth become a human being, was 
Christ ignorant of the day of consummation and judgement, and 
making him a mere human being. And he called this headless 
monster after himself, and conjured up one composite nature of 
the same Christ our Saviour. 107 Let there be anathema with him 
both Peter the Syrian 1011 and Sergius the Armenian, 100 the leaders 
of minor tritheism, although they neither agreed so much with 
each other nor had the same ideas equally as each other (Damian 
opposed them exceedingly, but in our times was shown to be a 


" ,l A controversial anti-Chalcedonian, as we have seen in see. i.i above, Paul the 
Black spent more time out of his patriarchate of’Antioch than in it, being anathema¬ 
tized by others in his party for communicating with Chalcedonians, among other 
things. This may explain Sophronius’ accusatory pun on Paul’s blackness. 

I,,r ' That is, a worker in vain rather than a lover of work. 

Conon, bishop ofTarsus, and Eugenius, bishop of Seleucia, were tritheists, and 
followers of John Philoponus. Conon subsequently rejected Philoponus’ teaching on 
the resurrection of the body. Again to be noted is Sophronius’ pun on the names (>T 
those he anathematizes, this time on ‘thrice-accurscd’ and ‘tritheism’. 

For the Agnoclai, the sixth-century anii-Chalccdonians who argued for ignor¬ 
ance in Christ, and their condemnation, see Van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts , 
5 - 15 - 

lwl For the doctrinal disagreement between Peter of Gallinicum and Damian of 
Alexandria on the subject of how to deal with tritheism sec sec. 1.1, above. Peter in 
fact wrote against trilhcism, but was accused by Damian of being a tritheist. Fhe fact 
that Sophronius disparagingly calls Peter a minor tritheist indicates how well 
acquainted he is with developments among anti-Chalcedonians. 

IM Around 591 Sergius became anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of Edessa. With his 
brother John he opposed the writings of Peter of Gallinicum, according to Michael 
the Syrian, Chron. II, 372 3, and said that they should not be accepted. From this a 
schism resulted (sec. 1.1 above). Sophronius’ remarks show once again his familiarity 
with anti-Chalcedonian politics: Sergius and Peter must originally have been of like 
mind, but then had a falling out. 
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new Sabellius 170 ); with them let their successors in impiety also 
be anathema and condemned: Athanasius the Syrian 1 ' 1 and 
Anastasius the unyoker, and those who stupidly attached them¬ 
selves to their unagreed agreement bringing no agreement, and 
were cheated by them like irrational cattle. 1 ' 7 They mingled as 
if in a friendly way with each other, but were wounded in enemy 
fashion by the anathemata from each other. 

2. With these let there be invested and covered with anathema 
and condemnation Benjamin of Alexandria and the Syrians 
John 1 ' 1 and Sergius 1 ' 4 and Thomas 1 '’ and Severus, 1 who are 
still living their accursed life and warring madly against pious 
belief. Let there share with them the condemnation of the 
present anathemata Menas of Alexandria too, who championed 
and defended the heresy of the Gaianites and fought openly 
against the proclamation of the truth, 1 " and all those who are in 


u On Damian see sec. 1.1, above; for his Sabellianism see sec. 1.5.4, above. 

1 ’ 1 On the incomplete outcome of the union between Athanasius the Camel-driver 
and Anastasius of Alexandria in 616 sec sec. 1.3.1, above. 

The primary meaning of fiovKoXtiv, which I have rendered here in its secondary 
meaning as ‘cheat’, is in fact to tend or graze cattle, a fact on which Sophronius puns. 

1,3 The Syrian John seems to be John II, anti-Chalcedonian bishop of Cyrrhus, 
who is mentioned by Michael the Syrian, Chron. II. 41a, as accompanying the patri¬ 
arch Athanasius of Antioch to Mabbog for discussions with the emperor Heraclius. 
See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

14 A bishop Sergius was signatory to the synodkon of union in 616, according to 
Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.393. Michael also writes of Sergius, a bishop of Syria, 
who also accompanied Athanasius of Mabbog (II.412). These two Sergii are in all 
probability identical. See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

1,5 Thomas of Heraclea, bishop of Mabbog, fled to Egypt during the anti- 
Chalcedonian persecutions conducted by Domitian of Melitene under the reign 
of the emperor Maurice (560-602): see Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.381. Not only 
was he a signatory to the synodicon of union in 616 (II.393), but in addition he played 
an important part in the entire proceedings. Furthermore, he was in the entourage of 
Athanasius of Antioch when the patriarch of Antioch met Heraclius in Mabbog: 
Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.412. See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

I! ' Anti-Chalcedonian bishop of Samosata, Severus went to Egypt with his brother 
Athanasius of Antioch in 616. His name does not appear among the signatories of the 
synadikon of union. Severus also accompanied his brother to Mabbog for the talks with 
Heraclius. In Michael the Syrian he is portrayed in hagiographic terms. He died 
around 641: Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.427-9. See 1. 2, above. 

" Unless the Gaianite Menas is to be identified as the brother of the anti- 
Chalcedonian Benjamin, this is the only testimony to him. Cosma, De ‘oeconomia' 
incarnationis, 35, makes the identification. Menas, the brother of Benjamin, was tor¬ 
tured by Chalcedonians for his beliefs. 
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communion with them and are of the same stock and correspond 
to their impiety. 

3. Let there be struck by the same anathemata also all the heresies 
which blossomed after the coming of Christ and dared to 
fight the church of Christ: that is, the heresy of the Nicolaites, 178 
Eutychites, 1/9 Cainists, 180 Adamites, Barbelioti, Borborians, Naass- 
ines, Stratiotici, 181 Ophionites, 182 Sethians, Sophians, 181 Ophites, 
Cainites, Antitactites, Peratics, Hydioparastates, Encratites, 184 
Marcianists, Phrygians, 185 Pepouzians, 18 " Artotyrites, 18 ' Tasco- 
drougites, 188 Quartodecimans, 189 Nazarites,'"" Melchisedecites, 
Antidicomarianites, 191 Psathyrians, 192 Curtians, 191 Doulians, 194 


' " Cf. Rev. a: 6,14,16, 20. 

1 According to Theodoret I.r; PG 83, 345B, the Eutychites were followers of 
Simon Magus. 

18 Cainists and Cainites are recorded by Theodoret I.i; PG 83, 345B and 368BC. 

"" According to Epiphanius, Panarion 26. 3; ed. Holt, 1.279, 2 4~6, hi is was an 
Egyptian Gnostic sect. 

1,1 J Theodoret 1 .14; PG 83, 364C-368A, equates Ophionites with Ophites and 
Sethians. 

I ” This is the only attestation of a sect w ith this name, and it very likely arose from 
a textual corruption between Ophianites and Ophites, unless there was in fact a 
group w hich took its name from the Greek sophia (w isdom). 

184 Since encratism is a global term used to designate adherence to extreme asceti¬ 
cism, it is not tied specifically to a religion or a period. However, here may be meant 
the followers of Tatian. 

II ’ By Phrygians are meant the adherents of Montanus. 

186 Pepouzians is another name for Montanists. See Theodoret III.2; PG 83, 
401D 404A. 

1 A name composed of the Greek words for bread and cheese, this refers to a 
group who used those commodities in their sacrament. 

188 Also known as Ascodrougiles, this is an obscure group which may have been 
associated with Montanism. 

11 ' This group of Christians claimed to be follow ing the Johannine account of 
Christ’s passion and celebrated Easter on the day of the Jewish Passover or the 
fourteenth (quartodecimanus) day of the month Nisan. They were not christologically 
aberrant. 

This was an Aramaic-speaking Jewish-Christian sect, about which we know- 
otherwise very little. 

191 This group was held to deny Mary’s perpetual virginity, claiming she had other 
children by Joseph. 

I9= The Psathryians were a short-lived Arian sect in the fourth century. See 
Socrates, HEW. 23, and Sozomen, HEW II.17. 

l ~‘ According to Theodoret IV.4; PG 83, 421C, this was the name of a group which 
separated from the Psathryians. 

194 Another Arian sect, the Doulians reputedly received their name from calling the 
Son the servant (<doulos in Greek) of the Father. See Theodoret IV.4; PG 83, 421CD. 



HF.RESIOLOGIF.S 


•49 


Anthropomorpliites, 19 ’ 11 ieracites, 1 Messalians, 117 Eutycheans, 
Headless Ones, Bersounouphites, 190 Isaians, 199 Agnoetai,'" " Jaco¬ 
bites, tritheists, and besides those whatever other heresy, impious 
and pursued by God, has existed. 

4. All the heresiarchs cited above, therefore, and the most impious 
heresies and schisms named after them; I anathematize and con¬ 
demn with soul and heart and mouth, and in mind and speech 
and words, and every other destructive heresiarch and every 
other wholly profane heresy, and every other schism pursued by 
God, as many as our holy catholic church anathematizes. I also 
anathematize and condemn also all who think like them, those 
who vie with them in the same impiety and have died unrepentant 
in them, and those who even at the present time still persist in 
them and fight the preaching of our catholic church and strike our 
right and blameless faith. 201 And again I anathematize likewise 
also all their writings, hostile to God, which they composed 
against our most holy catholic church and wrote against our right 
and blameless faith. With the same profane heresies 1 anathema¬ 
tize also every other heresy hateful to God and unorthodox, which 
our holy catholic church has been accustomed to anathematize 
and condemn, and their leaders and begetters, and their 
loathsome and utterly abominable pamphlets and booklets, 202 


''' Bring against the conception of a transcendent God, adherents of anthro¬ 
pomorphism imagined God in human form. As such they were not confined to a 
particular group or period in the Patristic era. 

1 ’ The Hieracites were the followers of the Egyptian ascetic Hieracas (end of 
third-beginning of fourth century), who was accused during his lifetime of holding 
Origcnist views. 

1 Messalians or Euchites (‘those who pray’) were ascetic groups, especially of the 
fourth and fifth centuries, who were devoted to prayer and poverty to the extent that 
they rcjeclrd work and the necessity of providing for their daily needs. 

The Bersounouphites, or more commonly Barsanuphians, were an Egyptian 
anti-Chalcedonian group, named after the monk Barsanuphius, which separated 
from the anti-Chalcedonians at the end of the fifth century and remained in schism 
until the beginning of the ninth century. 

” The Isaians were followers of Isaiah of Scete (d. 491), who was a teacher of the 
famous first-generation anti-Chalcedonian Peter the Iberian. Whether these formed 
a special group of devotees of Isaiah’s influential spiritual work, the Asteltcon, is 
uncertain. 

The followers of Themistius, on whom see sec. 1.1 above. 

31 This is probably to be taken as referring in the first instance to the anti- 
Chalcedonians. 

‘ " On the same expression and its interpretation see sec. 2.5.5, above. 
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honouring and holding fast to and bearing in mind and revering 
only the teachings of our holy catholic and apostolic church, 
which I have expounded to you partially and in brief because, 
as I have said, of the summary form of the synodical letter. " ' With 
these sentiments I pray that I shall depart hence when God 
ordains that this shall happen. 

2.7 CONCLUSION 

1. Accordingly, 1 request Your Paternal Holiness that, when by 
synodical ordinance You have received this letter from my lowli¬ 
ness, You scrutinize it with the eyes of a father and assess it with 
the gaze of a brother. If there has been any blunder through 
ignorance, or if anything has been omitted through forgetfulness, 
or overlooked through haste, or muted through brevity and has 
not been mentioned anywhere, or has been left unsaid because I 
could not express it, or through slowness of tongue and exceeding 
thinness of voice (cf. Exod. 4: 10) or through the weakness of 
rather boorish words has been passed over in silence, even if 
unintentionally, I request You to supplement it with additions and 
with expressions proceeding from [Your] fatherly plenitude, and 
straighten it with amendments and bestow encouragement with 
much affection, activated by brotherly zeal and showered by 
fatherly counsels. [I request this] so that neither what is deficient 
in it appear forever imperfect, nor what is weak and often mis¬ 
taken through ignorance remain forever feeble and chronically 
ailing. When this is accomplished by You in a friendly and genuine 
manner, may it enrich and heal me, and testify to Your Blessedness 
my affinity with You and my affection, which is the same as saying 
the love of a child and of a brother. Thus when I am enriched by 
You, and when what I lacked is supplemented, and my weakness is 
healed and my limp corrected, and I am crowned by encourage¬ 
ment and by paternal and fraternal riches, I shall be considered as 
having such great favour with You and joy to accompany it, and 
be known as harvesting happiness and the highest pleasure. But 
may God alone know this, and may I myself know this too, O one 
honoured by God—when I have gained the advantage of so great 
a spiritual well-being and have harvested so bright a benefaction. 
May You too perhaps know this and learn it for Yourself, if You 

Yet another reference by Sophronius to the supposed brevity of synodical 
letters. 
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know the fervour of my heart towards pious belief, and observe 
with the eyes of the soul how much my soul is disposed towards 
love. Leaving aside, then, any further verbal pleas to You on these 
matters (for I know that You will fulfil these requests completely, 
since before our most lowly requests You are inflamed with the fire 
of fraternal love and burn with fatherly longing), 1 importune You 
and shall never cease to importune You on this point, that with 
prayers to God and supplications (Eph. 6: 18) You treat me most 
warmly, since I am in fear and trembling and unable to bear the 
weight of the yoke placed on me. 

2. And [1 importune You] not only on this account, but so that 
You may join me in feeding this flock of Christ, w hich I have been 
entrusted to shepherd. But if You do not succour me with Your 
support, I am incapable of shepherding it and nurturing it with 
some godly and beneficial blooms and safeguarding it unharmed 
and unhurt. And because of this I plead with You and beg 
You, lest, if the flock be subject to harm in this through my 
inexperience and lack of skill, and a w eakness which is insufficient 
to pasture them as needed, 1 be judged on the day of judgement 
for having inflicted outrages on them myself, and suffer the eternal 
punishment of robbers who steal and slaughter and destroy the 
most precious flock of Christ God. I know' clearly that they are 
both safe and growing and are well fed because of their excellent 
pastures, and I understand that I shall be called to account by 
Christ, the chief shepherd; but, O one honoured by God, if you 
are able to do something, God granting the possibility, exert 
Yourself to help us, lest both I myself and these most precious 
sheep of Christ be caught by wild beasts through my impotence. 

3. I offer an equally profuse appeal to You, that You will make 
intense and unceasing plea and petition (cf. Eph. 6: 18) to God on 
behalf of our Christ-loving and most serene sovereigns,‘ 0+ who 
received from God the rudders of the empire. My intention is that 
God himself, lover of mercy and lover of human beings, who has 
power equal in force to intention, when he has been appeased by 
Your prayers which are acceptable to God, will bestow on them a 
large number of years, and grant them both the greatest victories 
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i.e. the emperor Heraclius and empress Martina. 
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over the barbarians, and trophies, and crown them with children 
of their children and fortify them with divine peace, and provide 
them with strong and mighty authority over all barbarians but 
especially the Saracens, destroying their pride. Through our sins 20 ’ 
they [sc. the Saracens] have now unexpectedly risen up against 11s, 
and are carrying everything off as booty with cruel and savage 
intent and impious and godless daring. 2 ' "' This is why we especially 
beg also Your blessed Self to make the most intense supplications 
to Christ, so that when he has graciously approved these from You 
he may immediately cast down their insolent acts, full of madness, 
and present them, paltry as they are, as a footstool to our God- 
given rulers, just as before, so that those who have the empire on 
our earth may themselves enjoy good days once they have ceased 
from the clamours of war, and with them their whole state, 
fortified by their puissant authority, when through their peaceful 
direction it has harvested the grapes that generate good cheer. 

4. I rightly entreat You in fraternal love to look upon with kindly 
countenance and welcome with fitting condescension Leontius, 
the most reverent deacon of the [Church of the] Holy Resurrec¬ 
tion of Christ our God, and steward ( kankellanos ) and first 
secretary (prolonotams) of our undefiled bureau, 2 " 7 and our most 
devout brother Polyeuktos, 208 the ministers of this, our Synodical 
Letter. (For this is Your most distinctive mark by which You always 
astonish our observers—that though You are in the loftiest 
position You are clad with the greatest humility.) So indeed, with 


' ’ That the sins of Christians caused the Arab invasions is a recurring theme in 
Sophronius’ w ork. See c.g. Homily on the Birth oj Christ, 169,12—170, 20 and 175, 25—176, 
7; Homily on Holy Baptism, 166, 13—167, 30. 

‘" On the basis of these remarks we may conclude that the Synodical fatter was 
composed at the beginning of 634, before the Arabs had consolidated their hold on 
the eastern empire. See von Schonborn, Sophrone, 89-91. 

i.e. the patriarchal office or council: see ODB 3, 1866, s.v. Sekreton. In particular 
the patriarchal chancellery was concerned with calligraphy, and the signing and 
scaling of patriarchal documents. See J. Darrouzcs, Recherches sur les 0<1> ( I>IKIA de 
I'eglise brzantinc. Archives de l’Orient Chretien, 11 (Paris: Institut Frantjais d’Etudes 
Byzantines, 1970), 340-3. Since as protonotarios Leontius would have stood close to the 
patriarch and, among other duties, vetted letters before their dispatch (cf. ODB 3, 
1746, s.v. Protonotarios), it is possible that he had a hand in the composition of the 
Synodical fatter. The copy of Sophronius’ letter which went to Honorius in Rome was 
entrusted to Stephen of Dor and others. See Conte, Chiesa e primato, 416. 

J 1 Evidently a member of the Chalccdonian clergy ofjerusalem, Polyeuktos is not 
known to us from elsew here. 
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all Your luminous personal qualities greet them spiritually and 
cheerfully, and gratify them with spiritual and luminous provisions 
for the soul, and speedily send them back to us glad and joyful, 
because they have been judged worthy of observing such a patri¬ 
arch of the Byzantines. They will both delight our meanness in 
elegantly telling me news of You, Your God-given strength of soul 
and God-gifted health of body, and will bestow the longed-for 
letter," 09 which will illumine the right faith for us, and make 
shining white the habit of the soul, and teach us pastoral under¬ 
standing, and make us confident in grazing the flocks of Christ 
here. 

5. Both I, humble and least, and all the brothers with me, greet in 
Christ God all the brotherhood, dear to God and cheerful, who 
are with Your all-sacred Self. 

6. Do You, strengthened in the Lord, pray for me, most holy 
brother." 10 

' , "‘ l i.c. Sergius’ written acceptance of Sophronius’ Synodical Letter. 

Jl " This formula is standard in correspondence between patriarchs. 




